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Chapter I: Introduction 
Figurines are some of the most commonly found artefacts in Neolithic sites across the 
Near East. Because these objects would in many cases be anthropomorphic, they have 
often been interpreted as direct representations of current concerns in the lives of the 
people of past societies. This assumption has led past research to an analysis focussed 
primarily on stylistic elements of the anthropomorphic subjects, leaving out zoomorphic 
depictions, frequently a considerable part of the figurine-corpus. Such elements of the 
anthropomorphic depictions, like their perceived femaleness accompanied by 
voluptuousness, have historically been deemed as directly linked to concerns with 
fertility and pregnancy, which led to the assumption of the figurines being ritual objects 
and representations of deities, often labelled as ‘mother-goddesses’. These interpretations 
essentially suggest a universalistic understanding of figurines across spatial and 
chronological spectrums, implying that similarities in aesthetics indicated similarities in 
meaning too (Lesure 2011, 1). Moreover, they imply a straightforward connection 
between the subject depicted and the object itself, suggesting therefore that the meaning 
of a figurine is to be found in the subject it represents (Bailey 1996, 292). Even if such a 
connection was true, it is not going to be evident through an exclusively visual analysis of 
the figurines, for meanings are fabricated within a complex dynamic social context, and 
are therefore unstable by nature (Lesure 2002, 588).  
In order to attempt an understanding of these emblematic objects, therefore, they should 
first and foremost be analysed within the cultural network in which they were produced, 
regardless of similarities in aesthetics with other assemblages, which may or may not be 
Lake	
District	
Iraq	Syria	
Figure	1	Map	of	Turkey	highlighting	the	Lake	District	region	
(https://www.google.nl/maps/place/Turkey/@39.0014463,30.6867229,6z/data=!3m1!4b1!4
m5!3m4!1s0x14b0155c964f2671:0x40d9dbd42a625f2a!8m2!3d38.963745!4d35.243322?hl=e
n	accessed	on	01/06/2018).		
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relevant for inquiring on the role these objects had for the people of a particular given site 
(Lesure 2011, 5). It is argued here that a comprehensive analysis that aims to understand 
these objects should first of all focus on the assemblage of a single context (namely a 
single site in a given chronological frame), covering their full ‘life-span’ within such 
spatial, chronological, and cultural boundaries, starting from the context of deposition, 
the process of manufacture and the possible uses. The question of whether stylistic 
observations are relevant at all for understanding figurines will be posed here as part of 
this research, therefore they will first be presented, and evaluated in relation to the 
archaeological context and the manufacturing process. A comparative analysis of two or 
more assemblages could be introduced at a second stage of analysis, within pertinent 
geographical and chronological boundaries, in order to highlight possible differences and 
similarities. Such an analysis is what will be applied in this research on the figurine 
assemblages of two Neolithic sites in the Lake District region of Western Anatolia, 
Hacilar and Höyücek, which will be studied individually initially, and will later be 
compared with one another in order to highlight possible differences and similarities in 
the ways these objects were perceived and employed in neighbouring villages. This study 
is meant to offer an alternative to the most traditional approaches that have been briefly 
mentioned above, which will be further discussed in Chapter 2, and that have deeply 
influenced  the academic research in Anatolia, in order to assess whether an analysis that 
focuses more on the ‘use-life’ of these objects  can in fact provide a more thorough 
understanding of Neolithic figurines. It should be noted, however, that within Hacilar, 
only the Late Neolithic assemblage was taken into consideration (levels IX-VI), as this 
period appears as one cultural unit, in many ways different from the Chalcolithic period 
of the same site. Therefore taking up a single cultural context, that in this case represents 
the first stages of figurine production, was considered as better suited to carry out this 
research. In Höyücek, however, since only two figurines were found in the Late Neolithic 
settlement, the much more numerous assemblage from the subsequent phase (which 
probably dates to the end of the Late Neolithic and the Early Chalcolithic) has been 
included in this research, which is when figurines gained momentum in the site. 
Therefore, this research will aim to answer the following questions: How can we 
understand the figurines of Lake District Neolithic communities? Can a contextual-
technical approach based on the evidence provided by the archaeological context and 
manufacturing process help us understand the role and use these objects had in Neolithic 
Hacilar and Höyücek? What informations can the archaeological context provide towards 
understanding the figurines of these sites? To what extent can we inquire on the 
significance the manufacturing process had in defining the meaning, function, and use of 
these objects? And how relevant are stylistic observations (i.e. subject, sex, body-type, 
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clothing, gestures, postures, hairstyle/headdress) for trying to understand how these 
objects functioned within society? And lastly, how can a comparative analysis of the 
assemblages of Hacilar and Höyücek help us towards understanding the meaning and use 
of the figurines of Neolithic Lake District?  
These questions will be answered throughout the thesis by means of consulting the 
excavation reports of the sites of Hacilar and Höyücek, in order to inquire on the original 
context of deposition, and on the observation of the pictures provided in such reports for 
a visual analysis of the actual corpus of figurines found on site. 
Therefore, the data sets will be presented in Chapters 3 and 4 with an analysis on the 
archaeological context and the manufacturing process (through the observation of the 
breakage patterns). A short section will touch upon the possible uses these objects might 
have had on the basis of the previously discussed aspects. Subsequently, the stylistic 
characteristics of the figurines will be presented in order to verify whether a visual 
analysis can, in fact, offer useful informations for understanding the meaning and use of 
these figurines.  
Lastly, the results of the analysis of the two datasets will be compared to one another in 
Chapter 5, in order to highlight possible differences and similarities and to verify whether 
the approach proposed here has contributed to gain a better understanding of the figurines 
of Neolithic Lake District.  
In order to be able to discuss the results of this analysis, however, there needs to be an 
introduction to the Neolithic of the Lake District first, which will follow in this chapter 
and it will encompass aspects related to the lifestyle of the communities of this region, 
including subsistence pattern, architecture, and material culture. Furthermore, as already 
mentioned, a theoretical chapter that discusses the history of research and the approach 
preferred by the author for this thesis will be presented in Chapter 2. 
A number of issues emerged during this research. To start with, the author had to work 
with excavation reports from the 70s and the 90s, which were often incomplete and not 
clear, especially regarding the original archaeological context of the figurines. In most 
cases it was not possible to reconstruct the exact context of deposition for each one of the 
objects that constitute the assemblages, be it for actual lack of information, or for their 
misleading and incomplete nature. Furthermore, since it was not possible to study the 
figurines in real life, the author had to make use of the photos and drawings provided in 
the catalogue of the excavation reports, which were often artistic renderings, of poor 
quality, or not consistent. Moreover, no micro-wear analysis or petrographical/chemical 
study was ever undertaken on the figurines of the selected sites, or for any other Lake 
District site, therefore any observations on their manufacturing process and on their 
possible uses are to be considered as preliminary. Lastly, even though the region is one of 
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the areas of Western Anatolia that was researched the most, there are only a few sites that 
were actually systematically excavated, from which comprehensive reports were 
produced, and in many cases such reports were only available in Turkish. The sites of 
Hacilar and Höyücek happened to be the best researched in the region, with relatively 
complete reports that made it possible to analyse more or less the entirety of their figurine 
assemblages. 
  
  
1.1 The Neolithic of the Lake District 
  
More issues are 
encountered regarding 
the question of how and 
why the ‘Neolithic way 
of life’ was adopted in 
Western Anatolia. This 
is an archaeological 
matter that has not been 
researched much in 
comparison to those 
areas traditionally 
considered of primary 
Neolithization, namely 
South-eastern Anatolia, Northern Syria, and the 
Levant. However, recent researches that focused more 
on the role of Asia Minor in the movement of the 
Neolithic from the Near East towards the European 
continent have made it possible to inquire on the 
Neolithization process of this previously overlooked 
peninsula.  
 The Lake District region in modern-day Turkey lies on 
the Western part of the Anatolian peninsula, as 
highlighted on the map above, and as the name 
suggests it is characterized by a number of lakes of 
different sizes circled by mountain chains. The 
Mediterranean climate of this region has allowed for 
Figure	2	Examples	of	the	pots	found	in	Hacilar	VI	(after	Mellaart	
1970b,	103,	100,	101,	102,105,	107).	
Figure	3	Examples	of	the	
peculiarly	shaped	pots	from	
Höyücek	(Duru	and	Umurtak	
2005,	plate	101). 
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the proliferous growing of coniferous forests, which used to be much denser than today 
(Schoop 2005, 48). The region lies directly to the west of the Konya Plain, which is 
characterized by a steppe environment, with a climate quite similar to that of the Fertile 
Crescent. Despite this similarity, and that contacts were indeed present since the 
Epipalaeolithic onwards between the inhabitants of Central Anatolia and the Near East, 
the Neolithic way of life did not appeal to the communities of the Anatolian plateau until 
the 9th millennium BC, when Aceramic settlements with domesticated crops started to 
appear, and even when agriculture was finally practiced in Central Anatolia, certain Near 
Eastern characteristics were not transferred automatically but rather adapted to the 
environment or the preferences of the communities. Selectivity, therefore, played an 
essential role in the expansion of the Neolithic way of life, and this also applies to the so-
called “Second Neolithic Revolution”, which essentially refers to the agricultural changes 
that made it possible for the people of the Western parts of Anatolia, including the Lake 
District, to practice a Neolithic lifestyle, where it was suddenly adopted only from about 
6,500 BC despite the geographical proximity to the Central Anatolian plains (Düring 
2013, 86). The Neolithic way of life in Western Anatolia here bursted out into its own 
peculiar character from the very beginning, with diverse cultural traditions from region to 
region (Düring 2011, 199), and the dynamics behind it are still to this day not fully 
understood. The data that we currently possess shows a rather sudden adoption of the 
Neolithic way of life in the Lake District, with settlements like Hacilar, Höyücek, 
Bademağacı and Kuruçay Höyük, all being established by communities of settlers in a 
time period ranging from about 6,400 BC to 6,100 BC, an overview of the C14 datings 
available for the sites of the Lake District are presented in Appendix 1. The sudden 
appearance of these settlements is accompanied by a well-adapted subsistence pattern, 
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established architectural traditions, and fully mastered 
pottery-making techniques, all characteristics that 
suggest a previously-established cultural tradition. 
There is very little evidence to suggest that an 
‘Aceramic’ Neolithic phase occurred throughout the 
Lake District, and the only suggestion comes from the 
excavations conducted by James Mellaart at Hacilar, 
although the excavated areas were limited and very 
little remains were recovered (Mellaart 1970, 182). 
Unfortunately, very little research has been carried out 
on the Mesolithic communities that occupied the area, 
although the region appears to have been occupied, 
since a number of sites nearby the Lake District have 
been identified (Düring 2013, 89); therefore we cannot know whether some cultural links 
had carried on into the subsequent Neolithic period. To further complicate the picture, the 
Neolithic way of life of this area departs significantly from the Central Anatolian one, 
where communities relied primarily on hunting, and the settlements consisted of cell-like 
houses tightly clustered together in blocks (Schoop 2005, 45). 
In the Lake District, the subsistence pattern appears to be relying primarily on agriculture, 
since remains of naked wheat, lentils, bitter vetch, chickpea, emmer wheat, rye, naked 
and hulled barley, wild einkorn, alongside the almost ubiquitous presence of ovens and 
plant-processing objects strongly point to an established agricultural practice (Mellaart 
1970, 5) both in Hacilar and Höyücek. Alongside agriculture, it would seem that 
domesticates too were a central resource 
in the Lake District, where bones of 
cattle, sheep, goat and pig are reportedly 
encountered. At the same time, however, 
the presence of bones of wild animals, 
namely deer and boar, suggests the 
continuation of hunting as a subordinate 
role. 
Figure	5	Some	of	the	pots	recovered	from	
Bademağaci	EN1	(Duru	2008,	56). 
Figure	4	Example	of	pot	from	
Kuruçay	level	12	(Duru	2012,	40).   
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The Lake District settlements constitute of freestanding, one-roomed houses arranged 
around a central open area. These houses are often constructed with a stone foundation on 
virgin soil, on which plastered mudbrick walls were erected, or are simply made entirely 
out of mudbricks. Inside these houses, which usually consisted of a main rectangular 
room with small cubicles to the sides probably for 
storage, installations like ovens, hearths, benches, 
platforms, cupboards, clay storage boxes, and 
fireboxes are regularly encountered, alongside objects 
of domestic activity, like grinding stones, mortars, 
grinders, pottery, axes and pellets. 
Other finds encountered across the Lake District 
settlements consist of items of personal adornment 
like beads and pendants made of various materials, 
and items of uncertain category like 
anthropomorphic stone slabs with incised eyes 
(shown in fig. 6), anthropomorphic flat clay plaques 
(fig. 8), marble vessels, clay bars, clay stamps, clay 
miniatures of tables (fig. 7) and feet, and of course 
figurines.  
Not all of these objects, however, are encountered in 
every site of the Lake District. For example 
anthropomorphic stone slabs have been uncovered in 
Figure	7	Miniature	tables	from	the	
"LN1”	phase	in	Höyücek	(Duru	and	
Umurtak	2005,	plates	175,	175). 
Figure	6	Incised	limestone	slabs	found	inside	houses	P.VI.1,	P.VI.2,	Q.VI.4,	Q.VI.5,	and	Q.VI.6,	in	
Hacilar	(after	Mellaart	1970b,	220,	221).	 
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Hacilar only, whereas miniature clay tables are found only in Höyücek. Anthropomorphic 
flat clay plaques, instead, are found in both Hacilar and Bademağaci. 
Among the pottery as well, even though they all share quite similar characteristics, some 
differences are indeed present. Generally speaking, there is a quite obvious predominance 
of monochrome vessels, (although painted vessels are also present), as we can see in 
figures 2-4, most of the times red-burnished and white-on-red painted, and they are 
mostly equipped with vertical tubular lugs. The shapes are varied, and sometimes quite 
distinct, like globular jars, and miniature vessels are also often encountered. Lids are not 
always recovered, and in many cases (like in Hacilar) they are entirely absent. Applied or 
engraved decoration in the shape of animal heads, like bulls and leopards, are often 
encountered. Zoomorphic, anthropomorphic, and foot-shaped pots are the most peculiar 
vessels. The zoomorphs represent deer, boars, birds, ducks and bulls. Anthropomorphic 
vessels are not common outside of Hacilar, and even there, there is only a few fragments 
and one cup coming from the Late Neolithic 
levels, although they appear to become more 
common in the later Chalcolithic levels. A single 
foot/boot-shaped vessel was uncovered in 
Höyücek, but miniature foot/boot models made 
of clay with an engraved cavity have been found 
in both Höyücek and Bademağaci. 
It would seem, therefore, that even within the 
Lake District region, there was no defined 
‘cultural package’, and the inhabitants of each 
community expressed their tastes by either 
adopting and adapting some elements of other 
neighbouring settlements into their own, or 
coming up with others.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure	8	Flat	clay	figure	no.	455	found	in	
house	P.VI.1	(Mellaart	1970b,	219). 
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Chapter II: Theoretical framework 
  
Figurine studies have historically been centered on anthropomorphic depictions, 
particularly those perceived as females. This focus was particularly prominent for the 
Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods of the Near East, where anthropomorphic seemingly 
female figurines often appear to constitute the majority of the assemblage. Furthermore, 
their nakedness and voluptuousness stimulated essentialist interpretations on fertility, 
childbirth, and matriarchy, all of these presumably linked to religious beliefs (Bailey 
1994, 321), which had become the main point of debate from the 60s onwards. One of the 
main supporters of these interpretations was James Mellaart which, upon excavating the 
sites of Çatalhöyük and Hacilar in the 60s, came to the conclusion that such objects were 
representations of deities, a God and a Goddess, although the latter was considered to be 
more prominent and often defined as the “Great Goddess”. He also suggested the 
representations of animals to be part of this cult, associated with either the male or the 
female deity (Mellaart 1967, 201). This “Great Goddess” was considered to encompass 
essentially every aspects of life, from agriculture, to hunted and domesticated animals, to 
birth and hence death, and the creation and development of the cult itself was attributed to 
the women of these ancient societies, which presumably peacefully ruled over them 
(Mellaart 1967, 202). 
Marija Gimbutas pushed this interpretation even further by connecting the figurines 
found in Neolithic sites of South-eastern Europe, particularly the Starčevo complex in 
modern-day Serbia, to those of Anatolia and the Fertile Crescent, suggesting that the 
similarities in subject matter and styles implied similarities in meaning and purpose of the 
figurines (Gimbutas 1974, 38). Furthermore, she extended the Neolithic “Great Goddess” 
concept to include the Palaeolithic “Venus” figurines, the latter of which presumably 
underwent transformations during the agricultural revolution of the Neolithic (Gimbutas 
1974, 195). Animals are indeed also included in Gimbutas’ vision, although they mostly 
serve the purpose of being incarnations of such “Great Goddess”, creating a full pantheon 
which Gimbutas centered on the figure of the ‘mother’, the main deity of an essentially 
matriarchal Neolithic world (Gimbutas 1974, 237). This peaceful and egalitarian world 
was then overthrown, according to Gimbutas, by violent invasions of people from the 
Russian steppe, which established a patriarchal society in its place (Lesure 2011, 14). 
This view of ancient societies postulates a universalistic conception of the role of women, 
based on the idea that a specific sense of ‘femaleness’ was common to all prehistoric 
communities, regardless of geography and chronology. Furthermore, the theory is built 
upon a – although selective – iconographic analysis of the anthropomorphic figurines, 
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with little regard to whether the archaeological context supported it, and also little 
individual focus on the zoomorphic representations themselves.   
As opposed to the universalistic approach taken up by Mellaart and Gimbutas, Peter J. 
Ucko proposed an analysis which includes various fields of inquiry: 1) a detailed 
examination of the objects themselves; 2) an inspection of the archaeological context in 
which they are found; 3) a later historical investigation of the area of interest; 4) a 
pertinent ethnographic cross-study (Ucko 1962, 38). Ucko’s analysis of a variety of 
figurines from a number of sites from the Near East and the Mediterranean has 
highlighted the case for many of these objects to either clearly having male genitalia, or 
to simply being devoid of any obvious sexual characteristics, pointing out that the latter 
group was often automatically considered to represent females. Furthermore, he 
suggested different uses and meanings from site to site, and even possibly within each 
one community (Lesure 2011, 12). One of his most popular theories is the possibility that 
the figurines were children’s dolls, although mostly suggested for zoomorphic depictions 
(Ucko 1962, 44). 
Ucko’s approach, although essential in its time, includes a variety of fields that may or 
may not be particularly useful for acquiring an understanding of a speific set of Neolithic 
figurines. For example, how can a historical study of the Bronze Age (or later) in the 
Lake District help us understand Neolithic figurines from the region? Even though certain 
sites have been more or less continuously occupied, this does not automatically imply 
either a cultural continuity or a continuity of meaning. It can, however, perhaps highlight 
differences of practice, but ultimately it only compares two chronologically separated 
contexts, that would resonably so be different. Lastly, Ucko suggests drawing inspiration 
from ethnographic studies in order to come up with alternative uses of figurines that we 
might not be considering at present (Ucko 1962, 46). It is probably a useful tool in itself 
to broaden up our modern views on figurines, but it should not be forgotten that such 
ethnographic examples are coming from very different contexts than the ones 
encountered in prehistoric times. They should, therefore, be taken only as illustrative, and 
not as a starting point of analysis. 
Following in the rhetoric of Gimbutas’ work, which highly influenced the feminist 
movement outside of archaeology, a number of other academics in the 80s and 90s 
approached the issues of gender in prehistory with a feminist approach, often drawing 
upon figurines as case studies. Largely discussing theoretical matters, among these 
academics we find Margaret W. Conkey and Sarah H. Williams, which criticize the trend 
of ‘origins research’ by claiming that attempting to inquire on the origin of female 
subordination, for example, equals accepting that modern gender asymmetry is a natural 
and inevitable phenomena, drawing upon the example of Palaeolithic “Venuses”, which 
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were often implicitly considered to testify for our modern phenomenon of 
commodification of the female body by men (Conkey and Williams 1991, 121). 
Caroline B. Brettell and Carolyn F. Sargent in their edited volume “Gender in cross-
cultural perspective” follow up with the same ideas but further expand the criticism of 
contemporary approaches by calling out the theories of a matriarchal prehistoric society 
that, despite having no supporting historical or archaeological evidences, remained 
popular especially because of their implication of a possible matriarchal future society 
(Brettell and Sargent 1993, 51). 
Lauren E. Talalay, instead, points out the issues regarding a lack of a unanimously agreed 
methodological and theoretical basis for the study of figurines, which lead to two 
divergent extremes in the field, represented by those scholars that view figurines as the 
ultimate religious objects on one hand (i.e. Gimbutas), and those that believe that 
figurines had various purposes on the other (i.e. Ucko). Talalay undoubtedly belongs to 
the latter group, and proposes an analysis similar to that of Ucko, which suggests that the 
figurine studies that aim to reconstruct use and meaning should inquire on: 1) the objects 
themselves; 2) their context of deposition; 3) their socio-economic context, which she 
defines as “systemic context”; and lastly 4) the ethnographic records (Talalay 1993, 38). 
She used this methodology to inquire on Neolithic figurines found across a number of 
sites in Greece, suggesting in particular that parts of figurines (in this case leg fragments) 
could very well have a significance of their own, for example as tokens of social and 
economic relations (Talalay 1987, 161). She also drew attention on the importance of 
technical aspects, like the manufacturing process, as possibly having specific cultural 
implications, like for the figurines of Franchthi Cave, in Greece, which were constructed 
by joining different parts (Talalay 1993, 49). 
Still discussing largely theoretical matters, Douglas Bailey drove the academic debate 
towards a more psychology-oriented approach, suggesting an investigation on the 
implications of figurine making (particularly anthropomorphic) which, as objects that 
essentially ‘defamiliarize’ from the depicted subjects, have the power to remodel not only 
their actual appearance but also their social and political relationships (Bailey 1996, 292). 
He also strongly criticized the obsession of figurine analysts to the sexualized body parts 
of figurines on inquiring on the social dynamics of Neolithic villages, pointing out that 
the representation of sexual attributes could have potentially multiple contradictory 
meanings, and that the relationships between the subject represented and the reality are in 
fact not as straightforward (Bailey 2005, 189).   
Other approaches of this period include works of primarily historiographical nature, like 
that of Naomi Hamilton, which points out that the interpretation of figurines is tightly 
embedded within the socio-political issues of the time in which they are formulated 
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(Hamilton 1996, 285), and suggests that anthropomorphic figurines are to be seen as 
personal artefacts (Hamilton 1996, 281).  
Works of this nature still to this day constitute a good part of the academic discourse 
around figurines. Nonetheless, there is a tendency to fill in the gaps and to re-evaluate 
past theories in a more objective key.  
Along those lines are the works of Svend Hansen, Lynn Meskell and Louise Martin, and 
Richard Lesure. Hansen reproposes a stylistic analysis on the figurines of Neolithic 
Anatolia, although with critique towards past research, and concludes that they do not 
exclusively consist of female depictions but he reports, instead, a great number of 
ambiguous figurines, either with non-visible genitals, or with both (Hansen 2014, 285).   
Similarly, the work of Lesure criticises the popular trend of asserting that the concept of 
‘femininity’ was universally understood across different cultures, and proposes a 
discussion on the value of stylistic comparisons, claiming that aesthetic similarities 
between different contexts might be relevant only when there is enough evidence to 
suggest it (Lesure 2011, 15). Although he stresses the importance of the contextualisation 
of figurines, he also suggests new avenues for systematic stylistic analysis. Using the case 
study of the figurines from formative central Mexico, he suggests that a complex fashion 
system was implemented, and his analysis consisted of looking for associations of 
attributes between different categories (Lesure 2015, 103).     
Zoomorphic depictions are finally included in the figurine discourse as having 
significance of their own in the joint work of Meskell and Martin, which presents the 
assemblage from Neolithic Çatalhöyük, and analysis it by means of stylistic observations, 
manufacturing process, and depositional context. They then encompass their research 
within the economy of the community of the time, going through possibilities of meaning 
and use, and concluding that the objects were probably representations of animals that 
were desired by the community that produced them (Martin and Meskell 2012, 416).  
Although recently some emphasis has been put on the manufacturing process of the 
figurines, such works are still very little in comparison to those of ceramics and lithics. A 
work of this kind has been presented by Kreiter et al., who have studied the chaîne 
opératoire of a figurine from the Koros culture, in modern-day Hungary, by making use 
of computer tomography, ceramic petrography, geochemical analysis, and phytoliths 
analysis, which resulted in uncovering three separate manufacturing phases (Kreiter et al. 
2014, 136).  
 
Among all these different approaches and views, the theoretical framework that will be 
applied here takes inspiration from the works of Bailey, Lesure, and Talalay, by 
emphasising the dynamicism of meanings, the importance of contextualisation, and the 
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possibilities of technological studies for the understanding of the Neolithic figurines of 
the Lake District sites of Hacilar and Höyücek.  
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Chapter III: Figurines of Hacilar, Lake District 
  
The Late Neolithic levels of Hacilar have yielded quite a number of figurines. They range 
in height between 7 (without head) and 24 cm. They are mostly made of clay made of 
cream or light brown ware (which presumably turned darker as a result of the fire that 
destroyed the level VI settlement), and a few made of fine red burnished ware (Mellaart 
1970, 166). From Mellaart’s catalogue at least 63 figurines were counted from level VI 
only. Adding up at least 3 more from level IX, another one from level VII, and 5 
unnumbered ones from level VI (still present in the catalogue and here assigned numbers 
1-5), at least 72 figurines were recovered from the Neolithic levels at Hacilar. Four of 
these are zoomorphic, two from level VI, one from level IX, and another one from level 
VII. This number, however, only represents the dataset that will be discussed here, as it 
was somewhat unclear from Mellaart’s reports what the actual total amount of figurines 
was.  
In order to answer our research questions, the Hacilar assemblage will be analysed as 
follows: first, an overview of the site will be presented in order to frame the figurines 
spatially and chronologically; following, a section on the archaeological context will 
inquire on their distribution throughout the settlement, and their positioning within the 
houses, also in relation to other artefacts; subsequently their manufacturing process, and 
possible implications, will be investigated on the basis of their breakage pattern; next, a 
short section will attempt to reconstruct their possible uses on the basis of what had been 
previously discussed; and lastly, a visual analysis on the basis of stylistic observations 
including the subjects depicted, style of depiction, body type, sexual organs, posture, 
gestures, clothing and variation of hairstyle and headdress, will serve the purpose of 
verifying whether such an analysis is relevant for understanding the role and use these 
figurines had in Hacilar.  
 
 
3.1 Overview of the site 	
Hacilar is a site in the Pisidian Lake District region of Western Turkey, about 25 km 
away from Burdur towards the west (map drawn by Mellaart shown in figure 9), and it 
was first identified in 1956 by James Mellaart, who also carried on excavations there 
between 1957 and 1960. The site is a mound of 150 m in diameter that presents several 
layers of occupation (Duru 2012, 1). On the northern outskirts of the site there is an Early 
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Bronze Age mound, 
and on the southwest 
of the village there is a 
classical site (Mellaart 
1958, 127). Besides, 
Neolithic and Early 
Chalcolithic levels of 
occupations were also 
identified, which were 
investigated during 
Mellaart’s 
excavations. From 
these periods, two different cultural horizons were uncovered: the eastern side of the 
mound presented a sequence of 9 architectural levels spanning in periods from the Early 
Chalcolithic (levels I-V) to the Late Neolithic (levels VI-IX). On the western side of the 
mound instead, an earlier and different type of settlement was found during the last 
season of Mellaart’s expedition. Mellaart called this stratigraphic sequence “Aceramic 
Neolithic”, and it was coded differently from the rest of the site. More recently however, 
during a small-scale research project in the Burdur area carried out by Refik Duru and his 
team in the 80s, pottery seems to have been present in an area that was believed to be 
contemporary with the Aceramic layers excavated by Mellaart, and the sequence was 
renamed as belonging to the Early 
Neolithic period (levels I-VII) by 
Duru (Duru 2012, 1). However, 
considering the fact that the 
soundings carried out by this 
project were small-sized and 
located in different areas of the 
mound where Mellaart originally 
discovered the Aceramic 
settlement, and that the 
assumption of the 
contemporaneity of the two 
Figure	10	The	8	sherds	found	by	Duru	during	his	project	
in	1986,	recovered	in	a	trench	opened	120m	north	of	
Hacilar's	mound,	and	believed	by	him	to	belong	to	the	
Aceramic	sequence	excavated	by	Mellaart	(Duru	2008,	
53).	
Figure	9	Drawing	by	James	Mellaart	of	the	location	of	Hacilar	in	the	
Burdur	region	(right),	and	of	the	surrounding	of	level	VI	carried	out	
during	his	excavations	(left)	(Mellaart	1970b,	52).  
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sequences was based on the similarities in their architectural remains, the assumption of 
an Early Neolithic with pottery at Hacilar is rejected by most scholars. Even though Duru 
did, indeed, find 8 sherds (shown in figure 10) on the floor excavated in one of these 
soundings, these could be from a different period than the settlement uncovered 
previously by Mellaart (Özdöl 2012, 69). Furthermore, there is only one radiocarbon 
dating sample from this sequence (from level V) available with the absolute 
chronological system, which places this level broadly from 8,300 BC to 7,450 BC. This 
dating, however, being based on only one radiocarbon sample, is doubtful (Özdoğan 
2015, 36). For these reasons, when referring to the pre-Late Neolithic sequences at 
Hacilar, the term Aceramic will be used here. Other datings are quite tentative, as most of 
the ones provided by Mellaart and Duru  constitute of one single charcoal sample for an 
entire building phase. However, from the study carried out by Clare and Weninger, we 
have more secure dates for the Neolithic phases of Hacilar, which have been broadly 
placed as belonging to the Late Neolithic by 7 samples, specifically between 6,400 and 
6,000 BC (see Appendix 1).  
 
The Late Neolithic layers were investigated for the most part during the 1960 season of 
excavation directed by Mellaart, and the excavations exposed a settlement of about 10 
houses, which appeared to be grouped around an open space. This settlement was 
numbered as level VI and of the Late Neolithic levels, and it seems to have come to an 
end due to a disastrous fire. Regarding the other levels, it would seem that level VII was 
an earlier floor of level VI, and that levels IX and VIII are in fact two floors of one 
building phase, represented by stone walls lying on virgin soil (Mellaart 1961, 40). Not 
Figure	11	Mellaart’s	drawing	of	the	plan	of	the	excavated	level	VI	settlement	(Mellaart	1970b,	
59)	
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much architectural remains from these earlier levels, however, have been preserved, at 
least not in the areas where Mellaart’s team excavated. The few examples constitute of a 
short walling section, in trench R, possibly a retaining wall of level IX, and of two walls 
in sounding E belonging to level VIII, each with two successive floors (Mellaart 1970, 
10). Unfortunately no clear plans could be detected out of these architectural remains. 
Because of its well-preserved nature, however, most of what we know of the Late 
Neolithic at Hacilar comes from level VI, the plan of which is presented in figure 11 
(above). Considering, however, that no human remains were uncovered inside the burnt 
down settlement, it is possible to suggest that the fire that destroyed it was not an 
accident, but a planned demolition, the implications of which will be discussed in the 
next section.    
 3.2 Archaeological Context 	
Unfortunately reconstructing and enquiring on the context of deposition of each of these 
figurines is a task that is virtually impossible. This is essentially due to the often 
incompleteness of the reports and catalogues compiled by Mellaart. From the sources, it 
is only possible to provide partial informations on the specific circumstances in which 
these figurines were found. 
As already mentioned, the vast majority of these figurines come from level VI, and they 
are always found within a domestic context. The majority comes from the houses 
excavated in the Q area of the site: houses 2, 3, 4 and 5 with respectively 11, 16, 4 and 30 
figurines recovered. Additional informations are provided in some cases: the group of 
figurines in the centre of house 5 is said to have been found embedded in grain (Mellaart 
Figure	12	Map	of	find	spots	of	some	of	the	figurines	found	in	houses	Q.VI.3,	Q.VI.4,	and	Q.VI.5	
drawn	by	Mellaart	(Mellaart	1970b,	473).	
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1970, 167), whereas 10 out of the 11 figurines found in house 2 appeared to have been 
stored inside a wall-cupboard or niche (Mellaart 1970, 14), and with them 5 smoothed 
clay bars, and small crude trays were found (Mellaart 1961, 47). When mentioning these 
figurines Mellaart was probably referring to the anthropomorphic ones which, in house 
Q.VI.2, constitute of 6 schematic and 4 naturalistic ones. It is possible to infer that, 
therefore, these two types were both stored inside the wall-niche of this house. A few 
were also found in houses P.3 (1) and P.1 (5). 
Mellaart provides few more informations on the specific finding environment of the 
figurines. He mentions that generically most of them are found in the vicinity of the 
hearth, and that are never found mixed with other items of daily use like pots and bone 
tools (Mellaart 1970, 167), even though some theriomorphic pots were indeed found with 
figurines as already mentioned. This is essentially impossible to verify, as the entirety of 
the assemblage is not shown on the map provided by Mellaart’s catalogue (shown in 
figure 12). Regarding the houses in which the figurines were found, to date nothing 
conclusively defines any of them as being buildings of special purpose. It is likely, 
indeed, that the figurines were manufactured inside the houses in which they were found, 
but this is applicable to any of the houses in which they were recovered, even those with 
fewer examples. Interestingly, House Q.5, the biggest one that occupies a total of 61 
square meters (Mellaart 1970, 18), is also the one in which the highest number of 
figurines was found (30). It does not seem the case, however, that there was a general 
correlation between these two factors, as it is not encountered in the other houses of the 
settlement. The single figurine found in level VII is said to have been found in house Q.3, 
whereas for those found in Level IX no specific context was listed except that they were 
recovered in occupation rubbish (Mellaart 1970, 166). 
What has the archaeological context, therefore, told us that could helps us better 
understand these figurines? To start with, as it was already briefly mentioned, it seems 
possible that the destruction of the level VI settlement was a planned event. In light of 
this possibility, therefore, what implications does it have on the figurines? It would, first 
of all, imply that the figurines, as much as the houses and the other objects in them, did 
not need to be spared.  One could speculate on the fact that these little statuettes are easily 
replaceable, but this does not apply to the houses, the whole pottery assemblage, 
including the elaborate theriomorphic vessels, or to the marble vessels. The people of this 
community, granted it was not an accident, wanted to get rid of everything in one go, 
regardless of how unpractical it seems. Therefore, another point could be raised on the 
meaning of such an act of destruction: perhaps all of these objects and the houses had a 
value that went beyond their physical existence, and their destruction, or discard, was part 
of their significance. Their value as physical objects, therefore, was not perpetual within 
22		
this community. However, it appears that, even though they had to be destroyed, a 
different treatment was given to the figurines of house Q.VI.2, which were stored inside a 
wall-cupboard, as opposed to scattered on the floor. This could imply a different value, 
meaning, and use of this specific group, which was also accompanied by clay bars and 
trays.  
The overall figurine-distribution around the houses of the settlement, however, does not 
seem to suggest a size-number relation, and there could be a million reasons why certain 
houses have more figurines than others.  	
 
3.3 Breakage and manufacture 		
By looking at the pictures in Mellaart’s 
catalogue, it is evident that the vast majority of 
the assemblage was recovered in damaged 
conditions. In the case of the schematic 
anthropomorphic figurines (see fig.13 to the 
left and fig. 14, next page) it is likely that the 
heads, which were pegged into the body, were 
made of a perishable material, since apparently 
no matching remains were found. By looking 
at the breakage patterns of this specific type, it 
is possible to suggest that in most cases they 
were manufactured from a single clay mass, to 
which sometimes additional elements were 
applied (like for figurine no. 532, in fig. 14). In 
some cases (like 566, 565, and 589, 490 in fig. 
14) it can be inferred that the bodies were 
rendered by means of modelling different body 
parts separately and then attach them to one 
another. This modus operandi was also 
employed for the manufacturing of the 
naturalistic anthropomorphic figurines. The 
breakage patterns of this group suggest that 
indeed arms, legs, and heads were modelled 
Figure	13	All-round	views	of	the	so-
called	"sack-shaped"	figurines.	From	top	
to	bottom:	nos.	493,	492a,	492b,	491	
(house	Q.VI.2),	483	(house	P.VI.1),	and	
512	(house	Q.VI.5)	(Mellaart	1970b,	
508). 
23		
individually and then probably joined 
together on the upper half of the bust. 
It is possible that the stomach was also 
fashioned separately and then applied 
to the lower body, as it is perhaps 
observable in figurine 514 (see 
Appendix 2). In this example we can 
also observe the extent of the body 
division: the two clay parts that were 
used for the legs are visibly joined 
under the breasts, behind the belly; 
such division is also observable on 
the back of the figurine, where a sort 
of “step” is visible right above the 
buttocks. The breasts were possibly 
fashioned from the bust, as they seem 
in most cases to have been “pinched” 
out of the upper bust core. It could be 
possible, however, that they were 
attached as separate elements, in 
particular for the figurines with 
pendulous breasts (529, 570, shown 
in Appendix 3). Buttocks were also 
fashioned from the clay masses used 
for the legs, from which they were 
elongated outwards to create the 
voluptuous shapes typical of this 
assemblage (see no. 569 in 
Appendix 4). Additional elements like animals and smaller humans were also made 
separately, figurine 523 being an example that lost its zoomorphic chair, which left a long 
tail along the subject’s back, as we can see in Appendix 5. 
Once the objects were fashioned and assembled, it seems that they were baked, slipped 
and burnished, other than probably painted. This surface treatment was possibly also 
applied to the animal figurines, as at least no. 256 (see fig. 15) seems to have a shiny 
surface. The fact that only animal heads were preserved makes it reasonable to infer that 
they were also manufactured by modelling at least the heads separately. By looking at 
Mellaart’s catalogue, it would seem that at least 4 figurines were found to be unbaked at 
Figure	14	Part	of	the	stylized	anthropomorphic	
figurines	assemblage.	From	top	to	bottom:	no.	490	and	
589	(house	Q.VI.2),	no.	532,	524	and	565	(house	
Q.VI.3),	and	no.	566	(house	Q.VI.5)	(after	Mellaart	
1970b,	506,	507).	 
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the time the fire destroyed the level VI settlement (no. 494, 576, 518, and 573), although 
this number was probably much higher as it is suggested in the text of the same 
publication, therefore suggesting that these figurines were manufactured in the houses in 
which they were found (Mellaart 1970, 166), or at least that they were in the process of 
being made while they were required to be destroyed in the fire.  
Knowledge on the material source for the making of these objects is to date non-existent, 
as it applies to pottery as well. It is not known, therefore, whether the people of Hacilar 
made use of the same clay for both pottery vessels and figurines, or if they used different 
types, therefore getting the material from different sources. A study of the chaîne 
opératoire of these figurines and of pottery vessels would, perhaps, be enlightening 
regarding the significance that these objects might have had in the ancient Hacilar 
society.  
What does the manufacturing process, thus, tell us about the figurines? To start with, we 
have found that there were two different manufacturing processes for the figurines of 
Hacilar: single-clay mass, and assembled elements. Could there be a special significance 
to the different techniques? It is indeed possible, however it seems more likely in this 
case that a different technique was employed on the basis of how much detail the maker 
wanted to achieve, as it would make sense to carefully model separate elements to be 
joined together for a naturalistic figurine than for a schematic one.  
On the other hand, it is interesting to observe that the heads of figurines 492, 492a, 492b, 
491, 483, 512, and 532 (in figures 13 and 14), were all supposed to be inserted inside the 
body by means of a cavity dug in the upper section of the figurine. This would imply that 
these figurines needed to have the possibility of changing their heads, which leads us to 
another suggestion: it follows that if the head was changed, perhaps the “identity” of the 
figurine would change as well, therefore its meaning and use too perhaps.  
As opposed to the missing heads of the schematic anthropomorphic depictions, all that is 
left of the zoomorphic ones are the heads. This could be due to either their bodies simply 
not having been found, or that they were made of perishable material. Whatever the case, 
it is safe to assume at most that the animal figurines were manufactured by means of 
Figure	15	Animal	figurine	heads.	From	left	to	right:	no.	256	(level	IX),	no.	444	(P.VI.1),	no.	494	
(Q.VI.2),	and	no.	567	(Q.VII.3)	(after	Mellaart	1970b	229,	230). 
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moulding and joining in separate elements, perhaps to make the depictions more detailed, 
surely at least for their heads.   
 
3.4 Use 	
Regarding the possible uses that the figurines of Hacilar had, the limited information that 
we have on the archaeological context seem to point to an association between the two 
different styles, since they appear to have been found in the same contexts. This, 
however, does not necessarily imply same meaning and use. The one more secure, 
although general, suggestion one can make from the archaeological context is that all 
figurines were associated to the household, since that is probably where they were made 
and, considering that the level VI settlement was struck by a devastating fire, and that all 
of the figurines from this settlement were recovered inside houses, one can also assume 
that they were utilized inside the house. If that was not the case, one would expect to find 
them also scattered around the settlement, if the fire was an accident. On the other hand, 
it is also possible that the fire occurred in a moment where the figurines were not being 
used outside of the houses. However, considering that these objects appear to have been 
found, more often than not, scattered around the floors of the houses, it would seem more 
likely that they were being used at the time of the fire, even though their scattering 
around the house is probably partly also a result of the destruction of the settlement. 
Inside these houses, it seems that only the wall cupboards were, at least in one reported 
case, utilized for the figurines as well as other objects possibly associated with them. 
Whatever the purpose of placing them in this cupboard was, this setting was encountered 
only in house Q.VI.2, despite the presence of cupboards in other houses where figurines 
were found, perhaps suggesting again that the fire occurred in a moment where most of 
them were being utilized. Other features in the houses, like benches and platforms, do not 
seem to be at least directly linked to the use of the figurines, whereas other objects like 
theriomorphic vessels were found, like for example in house Q.VI.5, placed on such 
platforms (Mellaart 1970, 18). However, as already mentioned, some of these 
theriomorphic vessels seemed to have been found together with the figurines of houses 
Q.VI.3 and Q.VI.5, but again it is possible that the association was random and due to the 
destruction of the settlement, since in one of the two cases (Q.VI.5) they were placed on 
the already-mentioned platform, without any figurines surrounding them. In another 
instance, an unknown number of unidentified figurines in house Q.VI.5 were said to be 
found embedded in grain, but again it seems more likely that it was a result of the fire 
burning the textile sacks that contained the grains rather than an intentional deposition 
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related to its use. Mellaart also briefly mentioned that the figurines seemed to sort of orbit 
around the hearth, which appears more or less presented also in the map (see figure 13), 
even though the entirety of the assemblage is not included. Since it would seem that these 
figurines were being made inside the houses in which they were found, it is very likely 
that a number of them were being manufactured at the moment the fire occured, also 
supported by the presence of both baked and unbaked figurines, and by the proximity of 
many of them to the oven and the hearth of the house. It is possible, therefore, that most 
of the figurines, not being finished, had not even been used yet. If the fire was not an 
accident, on the other hand, there are not many possibilities to consider for uses visible in 
the archaeological record, as the objects appear to mostly have been just thrown around. 
The best case that might attest to a different use of the figurines is the one represented by 
the house Q.VI.2 group, recovered with clay plaques and trays inside a wall-cupboard. 
This context represents the only obviously intentional deposition. On the other hand, 
however, whether the choice of objects associated with the figurines, and the chosen 
figurines themselves, was deliberate or not is entirely up to speculation.  
A better hint at possible uses comes from the breakage pattern analysis. As it was already 
mentioned, a number of schematic figurines were possibly intended to have 
interchangeable heads, which would perhaps render their identities dynamic. It is 
reasonable to assume, therefore, that their use involved such identity-switches.  
  
3.5 Stylistic observations 	
Moving on to the aesthetics of these 
figurines, stylistically speaking, two 
different mode of depictions appear to 
have coexisted in Hacilar: naturalistic, and 
schematic/stylized, within variable 
degrees. This section will first describe the 
more prominent group, represented by the 
naturalistic anthropomorphic figurines; 
secondly, the schematized 
anthropomorphic depictions will be 
discussed; and lastly, it will examine the 
few animal figurines found in the Late 
Neolithic levels at Hacilar. The 
anthropomorphic depictions will be 
Figure	16	Example	of	‘obese’	figurine	no.	576	
found	in	house	Q.VI.5	(Mellaart	1970b,	209). 
27		
analysed on the basis of the following characteristics: their body-type; their visible sexual 
organs; when present, their clothing; the treatment of the hair, with or without 
headdresses (and what types); their posture; and lastly, their gestures. A table that shows 
all of these characteristics in relation to each figurine is presented in Table 1 (see 
Appendices section).    
The naturalistic-anthropomorphic group of figurines displays great care in depicting 
different types of bodies, which are given a more life-like treatment, although with very 
accentuated features: most of the times they are very rounded, with bulgy arms, legs, 
buttocks and bellies. These bodily parts are in many cases so accentuated that the subjects 
appear to be obese, as for example figurine 576, shown in figure 16. In a few cases, 
however, thinner subjects are depicted, even though still with rather rounded features, as 
in 513 for example (in figure 17, above). These body-shapes have been categorized in 
table 1 ranging from “thin” to “obese”, depending on the fullness of all body parts. Many 
have also been categorized as “plump”, as a body-type in between the two extremes, like 
in 486 for example (in figure 17, above), is also encountered. Hands and feet are rarely 
included, the latter being mostly represented as if the individual is wearing boots, and the 
former often depicted as if the individual is wearing gloves or, more rarely, with incisions 
that presumably represent fingers (as seen in no. 520, shown in Appendix 6). 
As opposed to the great degree of naturalism of their bodies, the faces of these figurines 
are rendered quite schematically, with incised slit-eyes, sharp but somewhat delicate 
nose, and the ears gently outlined. The mouth, however, is never encountered and it was 
either not included in the depiction or evidence of it has not survived.    
Figure	17	 Figurines	 no.	 486	 (left),	 of	 the	 'plump'	body-type,	 and	 no.513	 (right),	 of	 the	 'thin'	
body-type,	found	in	houses	Q.VI.4	and	Q.VI.5	respectively	(after	Mellaart	1970b,	180,	181).  
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Besides their physical features, these artefacts are brought to life by their range of 
postures in which the subjects have been depicted. They stand, they sit on their legs, on 
stools, on animals (seemingly leopards), they are depicted reclining and some are also 
depicted holding possibly a child either on their lap, their back, or in an embrace lying 
down. Some are even holding some baby animal. A single figurine (no. 525, in Appendix 
7) is depicted lying on its belly with legs spreaded apart and bent, which Mellaart defined 
as a “birthing” position (Mellaart 1970, 171), although it is hard to imagine such a pose to 
be anything practical for that purpose. Another rare position is that shown by no. 485, 
depicted standing but bending forward, shown in Appendix 8. 
 
Figure	18	Examples	of	figurines	with	painted	clothing.	From	left	to	right:	no.	571	(house	Q.VI.5),	
no.	528	 (house	Q.VI.5),	no.	507	 (house	Q.VI.4),	and	no.	506	at	 the	bottom	right	 (house	Q.VI.4)	
(after	Mellaart	1970b	183,	210,	211,	195,	208).	
One thing that is shared by the vast majority of the anthropomorphic naturalistic figurines 
is the position of their arms: with the exception of a few examples (no. 520, 575, 573 528 
and 518), all are holding their arms and hands onto their chest, almost as if covering or 
holding their breasts. There are subtle differences, however, in the actual positioning of 
the arms or hands, which are covering the breasts, below them, or cupping them, and 
these differences seem to be associated with the body type of the subjects depicted. 
Therefore, most of the “obese” body-types have been found to have their arms/hands 
cupping their breasts, whereas the “plump” and “thin” ones with arms/hands either over 
or below them, a subtle difference that can be observed in figures 16 and 17. 
Sexual characteristics, when evident, are in the form of female breasts, which are often 
squared off (although often covered by the subject’s arms) but sometimes are also 
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hanging down loosely, like figurines 529 and 570, seen in Appendix 3. Because of the 
fact that in many circumstances said breasts are covered by the subject’s arms/hands, it 
was not considered possible to positively infer the sex of the individual depicted in some 
of these cases. In table 1, the 
categorization ranges from “non-
observable” (especially employed for 
fragments) and “no clear sex” (where 
neither sexual organs are clearly 
identifiable with the biological sex) to 
“possible/seemingly female breasts” and 
“female primary genitals”, the latter 
category used for cases in which an 
incised line in the mound of Venus clearly 
defines the female sexual organ, as seen in 
figurines 515 and 525. It is interesting to 
note, however, that there are seemingly no 
visible obvious representations of male 
primary genitals. 
Regarding the choice of clothing, most of the times the subjects appear to be naked. 
Painted clothing is, however, present in at least 7 cases, as seen in figurines no. 571, 507, 
506 and 528 (shown in fig. 18, above). It is, therefore, possible that the subjects were 
meant to be dressed rather than naked, and that the paint either did not survive or was not 
applied to the object yet as the fire destroyed the level VI settlement. These types of 
painted clothing include the one encountered in figurine no. 506, which constitutes of a 
white-painted striped robe that covers the subject’s body from neck to the surviving 
length of the legs (also encountered in no. 505); another white-painted article of clothing 
is shown in figurine no. 507, which is wearing an apron that covers the genitals and the 
back (also found in no. 515), in a checked pattern, and that reaches down to the lower 
legs; another variant is represented by the one of no. 528, which features a black-dotted 
robe (worn by both individuals) from neck to toe; another example is found in no. 571, a 
figurine preserved only in its upper half, which was clothed with a black-painted robe of 
crossing horizontal and vertical lines across the chest and the back. Occasionally, an 
undergarment modelled in the clay covers the genitalia, the back or sometimes both, as in 
figurines 513, 508, 539, and 577. In the two anthropomorphic figurines found in level IX 
(shown in figure 19), the subjects appear to have been clothed with trousers, for the 
bottom half that is no. 254, and with some sort of one-sleeved tunic for no. 246, both 
articles of clothing that disappear in the level VI assemblage.  
Figure	19	Figurines	nos.	254	(top)	and	246	
(bottom),	found	in	level	IX	(Mellaart	1970b,	
222).	
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Other articles of clothing that are encountered in the Hacilar figurines are hats. 
Unfortunately many of the figurines have been found without head and, even though 
many detached ones have been found and re-assigned to a body, in many cases it is hard 
to infer what kind of hairstyle/headdress the original figurine was depicted with. 
Nonetheless, a number of different hairstyle and headdresses are encountered, and these 
have been, for the sake of simplicity, categorized in numbered types, some of which are 
shown in Appendix 9. To start with, “Type 1”, which is the most encountered hairstyle, 
refers to those figurines that have their hair tied up in a chignon, like in no. 576 and 522; 
a variant of it is represented by “Type 1a”, which is essentially the same hairstyle but a 
painted fringe is also added, like in no. 570; “Type 2” refers to a type of hat, like the one 
found in figurine no. 573, which is outlined by engraved lines and that essentially looks 
like a plain helmet; “Type 3” indicates the combination of hairstyle and headdress that is 
found in figurine no. 571, which features what seemingly looks like a braid that falls 
down the back, topped by a conical hat that tapers upward, engraved with 4 curved lines 
on the back, the top one going all around the head; a variant of this is represented by 
“Type 3a”, which features only the braid falling down the back, with middle-parted hair, 
like in figurine no. 525; “Type 3b”, instead, indicates the presence of the conical hat of 
“Type 3” exclusively, like in the figurine head no. 555d, and it is possible that indeed all 
“Type 3” hats originally looked like this example; a completely different type of hat is the 
one found in figurine no. 513, listed as “Type 4”, which appears as a helmet-kind of hat, 
with a worm-like shape on its top; and lastly, “Type 5”, seen in figurine no. 523, is 
characterized by still a helmet-like basic shape, but with some sort of circular protrusion 
at the top. 
  
Regarding the more schematised anthropomorphic figurines, Mellaart provides very little 
description. At least 12 of these have been found. The subjects are, indeed, much harder 
to categorize considering the shapes are very much stylized. Furthermore, within this 
group there are different styles of depictions, as it can be seen in the figure 14, and 
different degrees of stylization. It is evident, however, that at least the standing and the 
sitting positions are still retained. One group of 7 figurines, which constitutes the majority 
of this assemblage, can be described as “sack-shaped” (seen in figure 13), either squared 
or with a rounded lower half, both with highly emphasised buttocks (although sometimes 
missing), and all of these probably featured a head made of a perishable material which 
was pegged into the body, reason why they all are found with a hollow on the upper half. 
The body shapes are translated into geometrical forms, in this group being squared with 
two protrusions elongating from the topsides of the main shape to indicate the arms (like 
in 512 for example). In one of these figurines (no. 532), and in the whole of the 
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schematized assemblage, we find a set of diamond-shaped breasts. The rest of the 
assemblage appears to be slightly more naturalistic, and features standing depictions, like 
no. 589 and 490, which have been equipped with legs, as well as clearly sitting ones, like 
no. 566. In this group as well, the buttocks are still highly emphasized, and in one of 
these cases (no. 490), the belly is also inflated. Breasts, which are here rendered by two 
roughly diamond-shaped protrusions on its front, have been included only in one case 
(no. 532) in the schematized group. One specific figurine (no. 566), depicted sitting 
down, was incised with some abstract pattern, which is not found in any other figurine 
recovered to date in Hacilar. Another unique case in the schematized group is the 
presence of possibly a “Type 3a” hairstyle, the braid falling on the back, found in figurine 
no. 524 exclusively, considering that none of the heads of the other figurines of this group 
have survived. 
  
Lastly, the few figurines depicting animals are completely ignored by Mellaart, if not for 
one bull’s head from the Chalcolithic levels. As already said these are, indeed, very few 
compared to the anthropomorphic figurines and constitute in fact only fragments of once-
complete figurines, of which only the heads have been preserved (see figure 15). The two 
found in level VI (no. 444 in house P.1, no. 494 in house Q.2) depict two different 
animals: one would appear to be the head of some type of bovine (494), whereas the other 
could look like the head of an equid (444), with the elongated neck and protruding 
muzzle. This latter head, however, appears to be quite naturalistically rendered compared 
to the other found in the same level, which appears quite schematic and stylized. One 
single head of figurine was found in level VII, that of an animal (again another species of 
bovine). The eyes and a central line in the middle of the face have been incised and the 
horns protrude forward from the sides of the head. Lastly, the figurine from level IX (no. 
256) is the head of an animal quite difficult to define. This head also features an 
elongated neck. An eye and an ear have survived and have been modelled from the top of 
the head, the snout slightly protrudes outward and is rounded up. 
 
Therefore, what can we say on the figurines of Hacilar by looking at their stylistic 
features?  
And how relevant are these observations to inquire on the meaning and use these objects 
had in Hacilar? 
To start with, we can say that the portrayal of animals through this medium was not 
particularly popular for the Neolithic people of Hacilar, since only 4 of them have been 
reportedly found. Even though zoomorphic depictions or motifs for decoration occur 
quite often in the rest of the material culture, like in bone spatulas and pottery. This could 
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perhaps imply that their association with the Lake District subsistence pattern was not as 
strong as it could have been perhaps for pottery and other possibly food-related items, 
like ladles. This is not applicable, however, for the leopard depictions of course, which 
probably retained a purely symbolic significance. Ultimately, however, the fact that they 
are animals, bovines, equids and felines, does not really tell us anything about what kind 
of meaning they might have had within the Hacilar culture and, albeit few, they are found 
in the same contexts as the rest of the assemblage. 
Regarding the more popular anthropomorphic depictions, as we have seen 12 out of 68 
differentiate themselves from the main group for the stylized rendering of the human 
form. Despite their stylized shapes, 9 of these have/had very pronounced buttocks, only 1 
though (532) has breasts. Except for one case (566), all seem to represent a standing 
(though schematised) human form. This stylistic differentiation, which is also 
accompanied as we have seen by different manufacturing processes, could in fact imply 
different meanings and uses. This is especially true of the ones featured with a hollow for 
their head, which also sets them aside from the rest of the more schematised group, 
implying perhaps even more differentiation. This does not seem to be backed up, 
however, by the archaeological context, as the one group of Q.VI.2 features figurines of 
both categories, although it does not deny the possibility.  
But the feature that traditionally gets all the attention is whether the figurines depict 
female or male subjects. In this assemblage, the biological sex of the subjects was not 
always possible to observe. However, there are 4 instances (507, 509, 525, 515) in which 
the pubic area has been incised with a vertical line, most likely to indicate the female 
genitalia. Whether the subjects are depicted with female or male breasts is, most of the 
times, hard to tell since the difference in size could in fact be explained in relation to 
women’s age difference, as Mellaart does (Mellaart 1970, 168), but also to body-type. 
Furthermore, in some cases the breasts are not visible at all, being hidden behind the 
subject’s arms/hands, like in 486. 8 cases were categorized in Table 1 as having 
“seemingly female breasts” (506, 576, 522, 519, 574, 523, 573, 535), and 5 more with 
“possible female breasts” (514, 521, 534, 587, 485). There are some instances, however, 
in which the female breasts can be most certainly identified. This is the case with 3 
figurines, although one is heavily damaged. These examples (531, 570, 529) present 
loosely hanging breasts. Therefore, the total cases in which the biological sex was 
expressed through sexual organs amounts to 21, clearly identifying this group as 
biologically females. The rest was either ambiguous or too damaged to tell. However, no 
cases in which male sexual organs are obviously portrayed were encountered, even 
though one figurine in particular (486) presents a bulge in the pubic area that is not 
encountered in any other figurine. This was interpreted by Mellaart as a figurine of a 
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young girl wearing briefs (Mellaart 1970b, 474) because of the presence of incised lines 
that could match the shape of briefs. This supposition would only be verifiable if the 
artefact could be looked at in real life. It is however, possible to say that if so, it is a very 
uncommon way of depicting such article of clothing, as the traditional fashion is very 
different in the Hacilar assemblage. On the other hand, as already mentioned, there are no 
obvious depictions of male genitals within the assemblage.  
Now that we know that about 30% of the anthropomorphic assemblage is constituted by 
subjects of female sex, how is this information relevant to understand their meaning? And 
what about the rest of the assemblage that does not display clear female genitalia? To 
date, there are no evidences from the archaeological record that could suggest perhaps a 
special concern with women. It is perhaps more interesting to inquire on the reasons why 
many of these figurines do not display clear sexual organs, as this too is in a way a 
deliberate action of the figurine-maker. We could perhaps suggest that there was no need 
for the people of Hacilar to see the biological sex of the subjects depicted to know who 
and what they represented, other elements would have conveyed the information, if it was 
needed at all, elements that are entirely subject to cultural perceptions (Lesure 2011, 30). 
That is why we cannot assume that, since all of the subjects depicted appear to be, to 
varying degrees, quite fat, that fatness equals for example fertility. There could have been 
a million other meanings within the same cultural sphere for this and all the other 
elements. Furthermore, even though it is true that no use-wear analysis has been carried 
out on the objects, to date we have nothing to support an association with either a gender, 
or fertility. All figurine types were found in contexts mixed with one another. A scientific 
research of this kind would probably come in handy for further inquiring on the meanings 
and uses of these objects.   
What about the other variables that were analysed in these sections? The positions in 
which the subjects are depicted can also be widely interpreted in a variety of ways. One 
perhaps could suggest, like Mellaart did, that figurine no. 525 was depicted in a 
“birthing” position, whereas it is argued here that such a position was highly 
uncomfortable for performing such a physically demanding activity. It would seem more 
likely that this was intended as a highly sexualized depiction, although this too would be 
subjected entirely to cultural standards, perhaps this represented a disliked sexual 
behaviour for example. The same applies to subjects depicted sitting on or holding 
animals, or children, which are also quite few in number. We could perhaps suggest that 
the ones with animals retained a symbolic, rather than ‘literal’ meaning, since it is 
unlikely that the people of Hacilar kept big felines as pets (or used them as chairs!).  
The position of the arms of the subjects, too, could imply a great variety of meaning. This 
element, in the case of the hands brought to the chest, however, seems to have been 
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related to body-shape, and it would vary accordingly, as we have already seen. 
Nevertheless, what would be the implications of having hands going over, under, or 
above the breasts? Today, one way we would interpret the act of having hands over the 
breasts, for example, would be to hide them, like someone would do if found bare naked 
in a public place! But even in today’s social context, such an act could have varying 
meanings depending on the situation. The same would apply in any other context. This 
applies to all the other hands positions too. One would wonder why, for example, there 
would be the need to depict a subject with pendulous breasts, with its hands right above 
it. Is it still about the breasts, or has the meaning changed?  
We could go on forever about the possible implications of every single position, gesture 
and so on. But it seems obvious now that the stylistic analysis of the figurines of Hacilar 
does not seem to provide much information for the purpose of understanding the role and 
use of these figurines in its society. It would have been different if, perhaps, specific 
patterns of deposition were identified in association to specific subjects. This, however, 
does not seem to be the case in Hacilar.  
 
 
3.6 Summary 	
To sum up all that was discussed in this chapter, then, how were the research questions 
posed in the introductory chapter answered?  
Can a contextual-technical approach based on the evidence provided by the 
archaeological context and manufacturing process help us understand the role and use 
these objects had in Neolithic Hacilar?  
To start with, the archaeological context has highlighted the possibility of these objects 
having to be destroyed with the houses in which they were recovered, together with many 
other objects. This has therefore implied that their value as physical objects within 
Hacilar society was not perpetual, as it is also highlighted by the discarding of the 
figurines of level IX. It was also possible to suggest that their destruction too had specific 
implications, since it would seem such an unpractical thing to do to destroy everything 
one possesses. It was also possible to infer, despite their need to be destroyed, that a 
different set of meanings and uses was perhaps reserved to the figurines of house Q.VI.2, 
found stored in a wall-cupboard among other small clay objects.  
The manufacturing process, too, perhaps attests for differences in meaning and uses, at 
least for the group with pegged heads. On more general terms, however, it is argued here 
that the modus operandi varied depending on how detailed the depictions were supposed 
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to be, rather than on symbolic meaning. We cannot know, however, why certain 
depictions needed to be more schematic and other more naturalistic. At most, we can 
suggest that the manufacturing process indirectly affected the meaning and uses of the 
figurines.  
On the other hand, how relevant were the stylistic observations in inquiring on the 
meaning and use of the figurines of Hacilar?  
The aesthetic of the figurines of Hacilar could not provide much information per se on the 
meaning and use of the figurines of Hacilar. The most that it could be suggested here, on 
the basis of the variables analysed in relation to the archaeological context and 
manufacturing process, is that there is no apparent pattern between the subjects depicted, 
their iconographic features, and the depositional context, but there seems to be a 
correlation between the manufacturing technique and the style of depiction, which would 
appear to be related to the degree of details needed for the depiction. 
 
The same analysis will be applied to the figurine assemblage of Höyücek in the following 
Chapter 4, and their results will later be compared to those of Hacilar in Chapter 5.  
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Chapter IV: Figurines of Höyücek, Lake District 
  
The excavations carried out at the site of Höyücek have brought back to light quite a 
number of figurines. As counted from the catalogue of the excavation reports compiled 
by Duru and Umurtak, a total of 2 figurines were recovered from the so-called “Shrine 
Phase” (here defined as “LN1”), and only 1 was found in the “Mixed Accumulation” 
layer. The rest of the assemblage, as presented in the catalogue, seems to have been 
entirely found in the so-called “Sanctuary Phase” layer (here defined as “LN2”). Within 
this stratum, 28 were found in the so-called 1st sanctuary (here defined as Floor1); at 
least 15 are attributed to the 2nd sanctuary (here defined as Floor2), and 15 to the 3rd 
sanctuary (here defined as Floor3). Additionally, at least 19 more figurines are reported to 
have been found in the area around the three so-called sanctuaries, and 4 more figurine 
heads made of bone are reported which, even though are not explicitly assigned to Floor2, 
have been considered as such because of a textual reference. Therefore, a total of at least 
84 figurines were recovered from the site of Höyücek.  
However, as it was the case for Hacilar, since the reports and the catalogues presented 
some incongruities, this number should be taken as indicative of the dataset discussed 
here, and not as the actual number of figurines recovered on site.  
 
The research questions posed in the introductory chapter of this thesis will be answered 
as follows: to start with this chapter will present an overview of the site, again to frame 
the figurine analysis spatially and chronologically; following, the archaeological context 
of the figurine assemblage will be investigated, with its possible implications; next, the 
manufacturing process will be reconstructed on the basis of the breakage patterns of the 
figurines, and their possible significance will be evaluated; consequently, a short section 
will discuss the possible uses these objects could have had on the basis of the information 
just gathered on the depositional context and manufacturing process; and lastly, the same 
evaluation of stylistic observations that were applied to the Hacilar assemblage, will be 
presented and contested.  
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4.1 Overview of the site 
 
The site of Höyücek Höyük 
is located in the Pisidian 
Lake District region of 
Western Turkey, at about 35 
km south of Burdur, and it 
was excavated from 1989 
until 1992 by an 
archaeological team from 
Istanbul University directed 
by Refik Duru (Duru 2008, 
15). The archaeological 
mound measures around 120 
meters in diameter and 
stands on the northern part 
of the plain about 4 km west of the town of Bucak (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 157). The 
four years of excavations of the mound had uncovered a peculiar sequence of occupation. 
The first village erected here on virgin soil seemed to have been constructed using 
perishable materials like wood, since no architectural remains were found belonging to 
this first settlement, defined by Duru as the “Early Settlement Phase”. Two trenches (A 
and B) were opened in two different places of the mound in order to investigate this layer 
and all that was found was a burnt layer 10-20 cm in thickness, traces of small fires, 
broken pieces of pottery and animal bones. This layer constitutes 4 meters of 
accumulation, indicating a fairly long occupation, and was divided into 3 sub-phases in 
order to simplify the dating of the findings (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 162). The pottery 
found in these three phases does not seem to present significant differences, although a 
number of different ware types were encountered, and was therefore considered as 
belonging to the same cultural period, namely the Early Neolithic (Duru and Umurtak 
2005, 163). 
The following phase, encountered after a gap in the stratigraphic sequence, is the first 
settlement in which preserved architecture was uncovered. This phase, called here “LN1”, 
consists of 5 buildings (see figure 21 below), the first two of which were badly preserved, 
all attached or linked to one another. Duru had considered this phase to be constituted of 
shrines purely on the basis  of installations, and of some of the findings associated to 
these buildings. These constitute of a small staircase in building no.4 (shown in fig. 22), 
Figure	20	Topographic	plan	of	Höyücek	with	sections.	Drawn	
by	Duru	(Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	plate	2). 
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to the left of the entrance of a cell-like enclosure in the north-eastern corner of the room, 
with a marble bowl containing a terracotta bowl and a stone chisel in front of it. Behind 
it, instead, inside a shallow opening, a cache of apparently unused silex blades of various 
sizes had been placed (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 167). The high occurrence of marble 
artefacts is another reason why this settlement has been considered as having religious 
significance. Five of these large marble bowls were found in building 3 next to the door 
that leads to building 4 (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 166). Duru concluded that buildings 3 
and 4, respectively considered as the ‘shrine’ and the ‘most sacred place’, were dedicated 
to cult activities, and those who were responsible for the upkeep of the shrine lived in 
building 5 (Duru 2012, 10). However, none of these characteristics actively define all of 
the houses in the settlement as shrines. Perhaps some cultic activity did take place inside 
them, as the miniature staircase with associated finds might indeed suggest, but this does 
not inherently define the building as a shrine. The same applies to the marble objects, as 
they are found in other Lake District sites too.  
Other architectural remains are represented by three short freestanding walls with 
plastered surfaces possibly used as work counters west of building 3. And by a slightly 
raised platform used to light fires, as well as two boxes filled with grains uncovered in the 
vacant plot south of building 3, (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 166). Lastly, a stone wall, next 
to the southern and northern walls of building 5, built on top of the remains of other small 
rooms (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 168), which is an exception in this settlement phase. 
After another gap in the stratigraphy, another phase was encountered, here called “LN2” 
(see Appendix 11), which is also the last layer with preserved architectural remains. 
These remains, however, do not present a clear architectural plan and are constituted, in 
Figure	21	Plan	drawing	of	the	"Shrine	Phase"		(here	“LN1”)	buildings,	drawn	by	Duru	(Duru	and	
Umurtak	2005,	plate	7). 
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fact, by 5 (heavily damaged) mud brick-walls parallel to each other and aligned on a 
north-south direction. Even though Duru himself states that there was no indication of 
buildings to which these walls could have belonged (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 173), he 
believed that 3 sanctuaries were present here on the basis of the findings recovered in the 
surroundings of these walls, which constitute mostly of figurines. One of these 
sanctuaries, here called “Floor1” is identified in the centre of the grid plan, where what 
seemed to be a floor paved with mud bricks or slabs in between two of these walls was 
discovered (shown in Appendix 10). It seems, however, that the slabs had fallen from 
their original vertical position, creating a surface that appeared as a floor, and in doing so 
had scattered and covered a number of artefacts. “Floor2” and “Floor3” are represented 
by plastered floors on both sides of the eastern end of the settlement area of this layer, 
which do not appear to have any associated walls. A multitude of artefacts were found in 
these three areas, including: 3-dimensional and 2-dimensional figurines; ladles; disc-
shaped and rectangular/prism-shaped objects; pot-stands; arrowheads; stone rings; 
pottery; axes and chisels; hand axes; ashtray-like objects and lumps of clay. Because of 
the ambiguous nature of the architectural remains, paired up with the objects found in this 
phase, most of which do not seem to belong to the category of daily-use items, this phase 
has been considered by Duru as having a religious rather than domestic character (Duru 
and Umurtak 2005, 174). His interpretation, however, is entirely based on the 
preconceived idea of the figurines having religious significance, which is not supported 
here.  
Lastly, the uppermost level, so-called the “Mixed Accumulation” layer, did not present 
any architectural remains and appeared to be an accumulation related to the destruction of 
Figure	22	Marble	bowl	in	front	of	the	miniature	staircase	in	building	no.	4	(left),	and	view	of	
the	staircase	(right)	(Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	plate	17). 
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the settlement closer to the surface (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 230). One figurine was also 
found in this layer but it was considered to belong to the previous “LN2” layer because of 
stylistic resemblance (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 178).  
Samples for C14 dating were only recovered from the “LN1” phase, which has been 
placed by the previously-mentioned study carried out by Clare and Weninger between 
6,400 and 6,200 BC. Unfortunately, the subsequent “LN2” phase could not be dated by 
absolute chronology, but considering that it is preceded by a short gap in the stratigraphy, 
it is likely that it occurred some time after the abandonment of the “LN1” settlement, 
therefore from 6,200 BC onward.  
 
 
4.2 Archaeological Context 	
In this case, too, 
reconstructing the 
archaeological context 
of these figurines 
comes with 
challenges. First of all 
only the general report 
of the excavations 
carried out at the site was available, which lacked specific informations on the findings’ 
immediate contexts. However, giving the fact that most of these artefacts were recovered 
from quite enclosed areas, it might be easier to investigate their surroundings. For many 
of the figurines, however, it should be noted that none other than the layer in which they 
were found is reported. 
The one anthropomorphic figurine (no.82, in figure 23) recovered from the “LN1” layer 
of occupation, is said to have been found south of building no.1 that, together with 
building no.2, were the most damaged houses of this phase (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 
164). Because of their conditions, these buildings had been attributed to perhaps an 
earlier sub-phase of “LN1”, and it was not possible to completely determine their plan. 
The only traceable features of building no.1 include the southern wall, where the entrance 
was placed, and an oven placed opposite this wall that, even though it is not clearly 
associated to this building, must have been placed against a wall that could have 
originally belonged to this building (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 165).  
Figure	23	Anthropomorphic	marble	figurine	(no.	82)	from	the	"LN1”	
phase	(Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	142). 
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Since the stone anthropomorphic figurine from this phase was found in the vicinity of 
building no.1, it is possible that it was associated to it and perhaps ended up being thrown 
outside as a result of its destruction. There is no evidence, however, to support this, 
especially considering that there have been finds inside the building, namely clay sling 
pellets and stone hand axes (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 165). No other information is 
provided on the depositional context of this figurine and, therefore, it is an aspect that 
remains almost entirely unknown. 
The other figurine recovered from “LN1” is zoomorphic (no.83, in figure 24, above), 
depicting perhaps a bull of which only the front part of the body has survived (Duru and 
Umurtak 2005, 197). Nothing else is reported on this figurine, other than that it was 
found in this layer. The same unfortunately applies to the other zoomorphic figurine, of 
which only the head has survived, recovered in the “Mixed Accumulation” layer (no.84, 
in fig. 24 above). 
The situation for the “LN2” layer findings is, compared to the previously mentioned 
phase, much better reported. Even though we do not have specific details on the most 
immediate archaeological context of each of these figurines, we are informed (in the text 
and in the catalogue of the publication used as reference for this chapter) of which 
figurines are found on which floor. There seem to be, however, some incongruities 
between what was written in the text and the pictures in the catalogue. As a result, 28 
figurines have been assigned to “Floor1” in the catalogue, but an additional head of 
figurine (mentioned as idol in the text) made of stone is reported in the text (Duru and 
Umurtak 2005, 174). For “Floor2”, instead, we have 15 figurines reported in the 
catalogue and a total of 20 listed in the text. Of these 5 extra figurines, 4 are heads made 
of bone and 1 is made of stone (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 175). The former heads have 
been photographed and included in the catalogue as generic findings, whereas the latter is 
not found at all. Therefore, a total of at least 19 figurines can securely be traced to 
“Floor2”. The only data that is matched in both the text and the catalogue is the one 
Figure	24	Zoomorphic	figurines	no.	83	(left),	from	the	“LN1”	phase,	and	no.	84	(right),	from	
the	“Mixed	Accumulation”	layer	(Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	132). 
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presented for “Floor3”, where a total of at least 15 figurines are reported in both sources 
(Duru and Umurtak 2005, 175). 
Regarding the figurines found on these floors, we do thankfully have more specific 
informations. To start with, on “Floor1” a total of 53 mixed objects were reportedly 
found (even though 54 are reported in the text), including a clay ladle, 6 
rectangular/prism shaped objects, 5 clay disc-shaped objects, 10 lumps of clay, one pot-
stand, and a silex arrowhead, and the figurines previously mentioned (Duru and Umurtak 
2005, 174). None of these objects seemed to have been recovered in situ, as a wall slab 
had probably fallen over them resulting in their random scattering but, considering they 
were all recovered from the small area that is the “Floor1” surface, they most likely were 
related to each other in some way. 
“Floor2”, which constitutes of the plaster floor in between the two walls included in 
squares K-5 and L-5 (an area of 5 squared meters), has produced a total of 49 objects, 
some of which were found in situ, including a stone ring, 2 pots, 1 clay ladle, 2 ashtray-
shaped clay objects, 19 small stone axes/chisels, and 4 stone hand axes, among the 
figurines already mentioned (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 175). 
In the case of “Floor3”, instead (which includes two plastered floors found where the grid 
plans I-J/5-6 meet), only figurines were reportedly found. These floors, which were 
renewed several times and had no walls around them, were one on top of the other and 
figurines were found on both of them (some of which appeared to be in situ), indicating 
that they were obviously not contemporary to one another (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 
175). Details on which figurines were found on which floor layer are unfortunately 
lacking, and the two floors were both considered to be part of “Floor3”. 
Regarding the 19 figurines that in the catalogue are presented as being found in the area 
around the sanctuaries, they have been actually found either on the surface of the mound 
or in the “Mixed Accumulation” layer but had been attributed by Duru to “LN2” for their 
stylistic resemblance to the figurines from this phase (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 175), 
whether this was the case or not we cannot know. However, since we have no knowledge 
on their actual context, these figurines will only be considered in relation to their 
manufacturing process and stylistic observations.  
 
Therefore, what has the archaeological context told us about the figurines of Höyücek?  
First of all, the archaeological context of the two figurines of the “LN1” phase are just so 
poorly reported that it is basically impossible to deduce anything of use. The most 
interesting aspect of this phase is that only two of these objects were found, one of which 
made of marble. No particular treatment was reserved for this figurine, and it seems likely 
that this settlement was simply abandoned, with all of its objects scattered around. It 
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would seem, however, that figurines were not popular at all in the Late Neolithic of 
Höyücek.  
The same, unfortunately applies to the “MA” layer figurine, which comes from a 
completely unpreserved context. 
Regarding those from the “LN2” phase, thankfully, we have more information to work 
with, although their context of deposition is also quite peculiar. First of all, it is possible 
to suggest that there used to be a fully-functional settlement on this layer, and that it did 
not just constitute of paved open areas with seemingly random walls. Duru reportedly 
claims that there were other traces of archaeological remains in the surroundings of the 
floors, but he did not consider them to be in any way related to them (Duru and Umurtak 
2005, 176). Furthermore, remains of animal bones were also found in this phase, 
therefore suggesting some kind of domestic activity (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 205). 
Moreover, considering the variety of artifacts encountered here, they were probably made 
on site, although Duru’s interpretation of them being brought over from neighbouring 
sites is captivating, but still based only on stylistic differences and on the belief that they 
all were objects of religious significance.  
More specifically, it is interesting to see the mixed context of the various floors. Whether 
such dispositions were intentional or not, it is possible to suggest that such objects were 
somehow associated. If it was not intentional, it seems likely that the objects had been 
used in the vicinity of one another at the time of abandonment. But since the variety of 
objects is so great, at least for “Floor1” and “Floor2”, it would seem unlikely that they all 
ended up in the same spot by chance. Furthermore, some categories of objects are 
reported in both floors, like ladles, pots, and other small clay objects, therefore there 
seems to be a certain reasoning behind these dispositions. Furthermore, it is also possible 
to infer that the figurines recovered on “Floor3”, instead, were not supposed to be mixed 
with other objects, perhaps suggesting different meanings and uses from the other two 
groups. Whatever their nature, it would seem that the figurines of this phase had multiple 
and complex patterns of meaning for the people of Höyücek.  
 
4.3 Breakage and manufacture 	
Overall, the Höyücek assemblage has been recovered in pretty good conditions, which 
makes it more complicated to inquire on their manufacturing process. When breakages 
are present, however, they are as varied as the styles that can be observed in the 
assemblage, implying, predictably, different making-processes for each style. It should be 
noted, however, that in this case too the analysis of the breakage patterns had to be 
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carried out by using 
exclusively pictures and 
drawings, which put at stake 
the accuracy of the 
following observations and 
therefore should be 
considered as preliminary. 
Starting with the most 
stylized sack-shaped 
figurines, clearly the most common breakage is their missing head. As already 
mentioned, these were probably made of wood, but bone heads are also reported. The 
manufacturing process of these figurines probably started from a single clay mass, from 
which different features like the arms, legs, breasts, buttocks and ‘stools’ (like the one in 
no. 13, in fig. 25 above) were “pinched out”, rather than applied as separate parts. 
Subsequently, a hollow was created in the centre of the figurine, which in many cases 
was pushed quite far down, as it can be seen in the drawing of figurine no. 24 (in fig. 26, 
below), leading sometimes to a quite deep cracking along the centre of the body. The 
pubic triangle, the dots, and the lines found in figurines like no. 8, 9, and 12 (see fig. 27) 
to name a few, were incised while the clay was still unbaked. The head was presumably 
inserted after baking, although it would appear that in some cases a clay slip was applied 
to secure it in place like in no. 33 and 31 (see Appendix 12). Occasionally, linear 
scratches were applied across the bodies of these finished figurines, like in no. 4, 7 and 17 
(see Appendix 13). 
For figurines like no. 26, 27 and 28 (see Appendix 14), the manufacturing process 
seemed to have been quite different. The most common breakage in this case, besides the 
missing head for which a similar treatment to the sack-shaped ones is to be expected, 
occurs in a vertical line that divides the body into two parts across its centre. The hollow 
to accommodate the head is undoubtedly partially responsible for this crack but it would 
appear that the body was created by means of joining in the two vertical halves and paste 
them together by extending the clay of one of the halves onto the other, as it is perhaps 
shown in no. 27. 
Another treatment, instead, seems to have been employed for the making of figurine no. 
29, which seems to have been made by attaching at least the arms, breasts and legs to a 
clay mass. 
Figure	25	Figurine	no.	13,	found	in	“Floor1”,	depicting	the	
subject	sitting	on	a	stool	that	projects	out	of	its	back	(Duru	and	
Umurtak	2005,	158). 
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This treatment was likely also used for the making of the more naturalistic figurines, of 
which undoubtedly at least the head was made separately and then attached to the body. It 
is likely that also the arms and legs were made separately and attached to a bust, as it 
could perhaps be inferred by the breakage of figurine no. 61, which was restored (see 
Appendix 15). For figurines no. 81 and 43 (see Appendix 16), however, it seems difficult 
to suggest that they were mostly made by assembling pieces. The head was likely still 
attached to the body, as it can be seen by the cracks on the neck of no. 43 and by the 
missing bits of clay slip around the neck area of 81. Both however, were probably made 
mostly from a clay mass onto which lines were incised to recreate the sitting position and 
the other features were created by pinching and modelling the clay at will. 
Regarding the one anthropomorphic stone figurine from “LN1” (fig. 23), it goes without 
saying that it was carved from the rock and then delicately engraved and smoothed out. 
Not much else can be said other than point out that it was undoubtedly a much harder 
making-process than that of the clay figurines. Perhaps marble figurines were not as 
valued as marble vessels during this phase, and therefore were almost never produced.  
The two animal figurines from “LN1” and the “Mixed Accumulation” (fig. 24) layer 
suggest quite different processes. No. 83 seems to have been made from a single clay 
Figure	26	Drawing	of	figurine	no.	24,	from	“Floor1”	in	Höyücek	(Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	114).	 
Figure	27	Figurines	with	carved	pubic	triangle	from	the	“LN2”	phase	at	Höyücek.	From	left	to	
right:	no.	9,	no.	12,	and	no.	8	(after	Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	158,	160).		 
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mass with some features being applied separately perhaps, like the ears of the animal. For 
no. 84 not much can be said other than it is possible that heads were made separately for 
animals too during the period, which may or may not be the preceding “LN2”.  
Therefore, what can we say on the nature of figurines by observing the manufacturing 
processes?  
What is immediately noticeable here is the greater variability of techniques employed for 
the figurines of the “LN2” phase. In the case of a specific group at least, that represented 
by figurines no. 26, 27, and 28, their manufacturing technique is unlike that of others, and 
does not necessarily seem to be directly linkable to the will of the maker to give more or 
less detail to the objects, since they are also very schematic. It could perhaps be 
suggested, therefore, that the manufacturing process of these figurines had an inherent 
complex significance that probably defined the meaning of these objects, perhaps related 
to the perception of the body in two vertical halves, as it was similarly suggested by 
Talalay for the Franchthi cave figurine assemblage (Talalay 1993, 49). A technological 
study based on investigating the chaîne opèratoire of these figurines would perhaps 
enlighten us on this issue.  
Other observations on the manufacturing process can be made on the nature of the 
scratches and pierced dots reported on a number of figurines. The former appears to be a 
post-baking treatment, whereas the latter seems to have been applied on the yet-unbaked 
clay. For the pierced dots we can perhaps suggest a decorative purpose, which likely had 
specific significance within the culture of this settlement. The post-baking scratches 
instead, although could also very well be decorative, they could also represent a use 
practice, in which scratching the object had a specific meaning. Moreover, these 
treatments are found only on a number of figurines. We could suggest, therefore, that 
only a certain group of figurines was associated to such a practice, perhaps suggesting a 
different meaning altogether. It would be interesting to investigate further on this 
treatment, perhaps by employing micro-wear analysis, to inquire on the ways in which 
these objects were scratched, which would perhaps uncover a further significance and 
use-practice.  
Another aspect worth discussing within this section is in regards of the figurines’ heads. 
Here too there are many cases in which a hollow was left on the upper section of the 
figurine to accommodate a head, that was pegged in the body. In some cases, as we have 
seen, the heads were made of bone and were secured in place by means of adding a clay 
slip, therefore implying that such heads were not supposed to be changed particularly 
often. Whereas on the other hand, some figurines completely lack the heads, which were 
probably made of perishable material, like wood, and there is no trace that suggests that 
they were supposed to be fixed to the body. Consequently, we could propose here too an 
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intention of inserting and removing the head at will, which could imply the will to change 
the identity of the figurine.   
4.4 Use 
 
What informations have we gathered, then, that could help us understand the different 
uses the figurines of Höyücek could have had?  
Predictably, inquiring on the ways these objects were used is very complicated. In the 
case of the Höyücek assemblage, it seem even harder considering the peculiar nature of 
the “LN2” layer, and the few examples of the “LN1”. Furthermore, the archaeological 
context does not provide much help, especially for the latter settlement since we have no 
information on the one zoomorphic figurine of this layer, and the other was said to be 
found south of building no. 1. Also, the fact that the anthropomorphic figurine was made 
of marble does not seem to be granting it association with the other marble artefacts 
found in this layer, which were recovered in the working area outside of building no. 3, in 
its inside, and in building no. 4. Therefore, if we want to imply that buildings no. 3 and 4 
were shrines, as Duru does, then the presence of this figurine nowhere near these 
buildings does not suggest a religious meaning, or perhaps it suggests a different use for 
the item as opposed to the other marble artefacts. Duru’s interpretations of these 
buildings, however, is considered to have no archaeological basis. It is also true that 
buildings no. 1 and 2 were very poorly preserved, and therefore we have very little 
indication of what kind of activities were performed in them. Nonetheless, the fact that a 
figurine of this type is a unicum in this layer implies that these items were not so popular 
during that period, and the same applies for the clay animal figurine, for which we have 
no information about its archaeological context. It is indeed possible that the actual 
amount of clay figurines was higher and that they got destroyed in a way or another, but 
that seems less likely for figurines made out of marble.  
Regarding the “LN2” figurines, it is possible to speculate more on their possible uses and 
meanings considering their quantity, which allows for comparative analysis on their 
characteristics, and more complete archaeological context. To start with, the depositional 
contexts are hardly definable as areas used for carrying out any common daily activity. 
Neither they seem to be areas for storing these artefacts, like a cupboard for example, 
although it is possible that they were inside a container made of organic material, which 
disappeared with the passing of time. This could be applicable for “Floor1” which is 
enclosed between two walls and constitutes essentially of a floor surface, whereas for the 
second and third floor this could less likely have been the case. Neither have walls that 
are clearly associated to them, and “Floor3” in particular constitutes of two floor levels 
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onto which figurines were arranged. In this latter case, it is possible to suggest that the 
figurines were placed on some sort of altar perhaps and, interestingly, all of the most 
naturalistic figurines were found here, albeit mixed with some stylized ones as well, but 
not with other type of objects. Whereas in the other sanctuaries, the mostly highly 
stylized figurines have been recovered mixed with objects of various kinds, as already 
listed before. It is possible to suggest, therefore, that even within the same groups of 
depictions, namely stylized and naturalistic, different meanings and uses were attached to 
these figurines. In the cases of “Floor1” and “Floor2”, the figurines are arranged (or 
abandoned) on these surfaces with clay ladles, pots and pot-stands, axes of various sizes, 
chisels and arrowheads, stone rings, and with peculiar prism/disc/ashtray-shaped clay 
objects, as well as lumps of clay. Therefore we have a mix of objects with a more obvious 
primary function, like ladles and pots, with objects of which function defies our modern 
thinking. We could, therefore, suggest that these objects all had a common ideological 
association. But since this phase has no real settlement remains, this is as far as we can go 
into speculation. It would have been interesting, and perhaps enlightening, to do a micro-
wear analysis of these objects to see whether and how they were used, alongside a 
provenance analysis to assess whether they actually come from neighbouring (or far-off) 
villages. 
One last hint as to how some of these figurines were used was found in the post-baking 
scratches and the pre-baking pierced dots, which were previously discussed. As 
previously mentioned, a number of figurines of the stylized type were scratched and 
pierced repeatedly in certain areas of their bodies. It could be possible that such a 
treatment had to do with the use of these objects, although these marks are not found on 
all of them, therefore reiterating the fact that even within the same style-group of 
depictions these objects probably fulfilled different purposes and consequently were used 
differently.   
 
4.5 Stylistic observations 	
Now looking into the stylistic characteristics of these figurine, it is alredy evident that the 
figurine assemblage of Höyücek is much more varied stylistically than what was 
encountered in Hacilar. Here, different degrees of stylization and naturalism are found, 
and several different modes of depiction of the human body are included. Unfortunately, 
not enough zoomorphic figurines have been recovered to assess whether the same would 
have been the case for animal depictions as well. However, it is still possible to claim that 
there is indeed a stylistic difference between the two examples recovered from “LN1” 
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and the “LN2” layer. The former (no. 83), representing perhaps a bull and made of baked 
clay, appears rather crudely made, with highly stylized body and head. The rear part of 
the body and the tips of the horns are missing, as well as the right front leg. The face of 
the animal is sketched with tiny incised and odd-shaped eyes and a rounded off beak-like 
mouth and on its sides two tiny ears have been either applied as separate pieces or 
fashioned from the clay mass of the head. Of the latter example (no. 84), only the head 
has survived and it clearly presents a different treatment than that given to figurine no. 
83. In this case the face of the animal, which could be some sort of cervid, is highly 
emphasized by the big incised rounded eyes, and by the open mouth with the two nostrils 
right above it. Short horns are also present, although the right one has broken off, and tiny 
ears also pop out of the sides of the face. This figurine, as opposed to the other animal 
depiction, has clearly been given much more detailed facial features and as a result is 
more (within the limits of stylization) ‘life-like’. 
Moving on to the anthropomorphic depictions, for the sake of simplicity, they will first be 
divided into two broad groups: stylized and naturalistic. The many variations within both 
these groups will be discussed to a certain extent when addressing each category, 
touching upon the previously-mentioned variables of body type, posture, gestures, 
clothing, sexual organs and hairstyle/headdress. 
Starting off with the stylized group, which is undoubtedly the most numerous one, many 
different ways of 
depicting the human 
body are encountered. 
The only example 
from “LN1” (no.82), 
made of white marble, 
is stylistically unique 
within the Höyücek 
assemblage. The body 
is highly rounded and 
the individual seems 
to have been depicted 
possibly cross-legged (a position found similarly depicted in other figurines from the 
“LN2”) with their arms brought close to the chest, also found in several other figurines 
from the subsequent phase. The head is essentially a cone-shaped protrusion with eyes 
represented by two pairs of engraved horizontal lines. The lower back of the figurine 
slightly protrudes outward to represent the voluptuous rear, which features a slight 
depression in the lower-centre to give the idea of buttocks. 
Figure	28	Heads	of	figurines	made	of	bones,	from	“Floor2”.	From	left	
to	right:	no.	44,	no.	45,	no.	46,	and	no.	47	(after	Duru	and	Umurtak	
2005,	176).	 
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Moving on to the “LN2” stylized 
figurines, which Duru defined as 
idols belonging to the “Mother-
Goddess” cult (Duru and Umurtak 
2005, 195), the vast majority are 
stylized to the point that they have 
sack-shaped bodies, with arms 
protruding outward and heads more 
often than not made of perishable 
material (probably wood) which was 
inserted into the body through a purpose-made hollow (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 196). 
Many of these examples are found in “Floor1”, like no. 24, 23, 22, 21, 20, 19, 18, 16, 15 
and 14 to name a few. However, some are present in “Floor2”, like no. 31 and 33, which 
present a head made of bone inserted into the body through the hollow previously 
mentioned. Some of these heads (made from the bones of sheep and goat, and presented 
in figure 28) possibly meant for figurines are no. 44, 45, 46, and 47, which feature carved 
facial features (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 200). Only one example of these highly stylized 
figurines is found in “Floor3”, no.48 of which only the lower body has survived. These 
‘sack-shaped’ figurines can sometimes feature a triangle-shaped carving on their front, 
like in no. 20 and 19, which is thought to represent the pubic triangle, in some cases 
incised with a single line in the lower central angle (like in no.21, shown in figure 29). 
The navel is in some cases also featured, like in no.14 and 48, which also present a 
protruding rear complete with central line for emphasising the buttocks. 
Another highly stylized variant is represented by a seemingly sitting anthropomorphic 
depiction, with examples like no. 7, 12, 8, 17 and 13. No. 12 (see fig. 27) represents a 
sitting individual with arms and hands brought to the chest, seemingly cross-legged. No. 
7 and 17 are quite similar with each other, and both feature breasts and an incised pubic 
triangle. No. 7 however, differently from no. 17 (see Appendix 13), is depicted as sitting 
on a stool that looks 
as if it protrudes out 
of the back of the 
subject. The same is 
seen in no. 13 (see 
fig. 25), which almost 
looks like a four-
legged human being. No. 8, instead, (in fig. 27) features legs that are represented with 
two spherical protrusions coming out of the lower part of the body, below the pubic 
Figure	29	Figurine	no.	21,	with	incised	pubic	triangle,	
from	“Floor1”	(Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	115). 
Figure	30	Drawing	of	figurine	no.	29,	found	in	“Floor2”	in	Höyücek	
(Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	118). 
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triangle, as if sitting with its legs outwards. A similar treatment of the legs is found in no. 
30 (see Appendix 12), which also features highly emphasised buttocks which are 
extremely rounded and vigorously protrude outward. Similarly fashioned, but more 
elongated, are the legs of no. 29 (see fig. 30), which depicts a more naturalistically sitting 
individual with arms below the breasts. 
A few obviously standing depictions are also encountered, like no. 26, 27, and 28 (shown 
in Appendix 14), which are still highly stylized but present the full human body (except 
for the heads) with arms protruding outward. Another interesting example of a stylized 
standing depiction is represented in no. 59 (see Appendix 17), which is almost entirely 
preserved except for a good part of the legs, and features a conical head with engraved 
facial features, arms seemingly to the chest and incised pubic triangle. 
Moving towards a more intermediate version of stylized 
anthropomorphic depiction, we encounter examples like 
no. 25 (shown in figure 31), a sitting individual with 
arms outward. This figurine is a complete example of a 
more naturalistic depiction of the 4-legged-looking 
subject also encountered in no. 1 and 13. This example, 
however, also presents a conical elongated head with 
protruding long but thin nose and uniquely painted eyes 
(although only one is visible), and overall the body is 
more slender, as opposed to the compactness of no. 13 
for example, and has been decorated with both incisions 
and paint. Furthermore, a four-leaf clover feature has 
been fashioned from the clay mass of the head on the 
back, which is not encountered in any other figurine of the assemblage. 
The vast majority of the naturalistic figurines of Höyücek are found in “Floor3”. These 
include no. 57, 56, 60, 58, 61, and 62 (see Appendix 15). Other similar examples are 
represented by no. 43 (from “Floor2”), no. 81, and 76 (surface finds stylistically assigned 
to the “LN2”). In these cases, which are rather few in number compared to the stylized 
depictions, the subjects are portrayed in a wider variety of poses: some are sitting cross-
legged (no. 43 and 57); others are sitting on the rear-protrusions already encountered (no. 
60, and 61); no. 56 depicts a subject sitting with both legs on the right side; no. 62 
appears to depict an individual lying down perhaps embracing an infant; and no. 81 is 
sitting with one foot tucked under its body; and no. 76 represents a plump individual 
sitting with its legs extended forward. All of these figurines share (to varying degrees) the 
soft rendering of the body, which is in all cases rather plump and is more in line with life-
like proportions.  
Figure	31	Figurine	no.	25,	from	
“Floor1”	in	Höyücek	(Duru	and	
Umurtak	2005,	154).	 
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Most of them, with the exception of no. 58 and 60, have their arms to their chest, and no. 
61 is the only example within the naturalistic anthropomorphic depictions to have clearly 
defined breasts. No. 43 is the only example in this assemblage, which presents a spherical 
protrusion coming out from between the legs of the subject, defined by Duru as a 
‘goddess giving birth’ (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 196), although it is a debatable 
interpretation. Most of these depictions portray an individual that is rather curvy but that 
does not exceeds into obesity, like many of the Hacilar figurines. The majority of these 
figurines are headless, but a number of clay heads have been recovered in “Floor3” and 
from the surface levels and, from the examples that do have heads (like no. 58 and 43), it 
is possible to infer that they were meant for the more naturalistic anthropomorphic 
depictions. The treatment of the head and face is rather schematic compared to the 
naturalism of the bodies of the headless figurines. The eyes are incised, as well as the 
hairline (like in no. 66), and the nose is, when present, pinched out of the clay mass of the 
cylindrical-shaped head (no. 65 and 63). The hair, when present, is arranged in a chignon 
(like shown in figurine 66, figure 32), in multiple (no. 64, see figure 32) or single braids 
(no. 56), or appears as kept short (no. 68 and 54). Hats do not seem to appear in the 
Höyücek assemblage, although the opposite could be argued for figurine-head no. 52 
which features either a short haircut or some sort of flat hat. One particular figurine-head 
(no. 53, see Appendix 18) found in “Floor3” appears quite different from the ones 
previously described: this example features an almost rectangular-shaped head with eyes 
rendered with two pairs of horizontal engraved lines (already encountered in no. 82), with 
the nose gently rising in between. Mouths also do not seem to be included in any of the 
anthropomorphic figurines from Höyücek. 
Another feature that appears to be shared by the entirety of the Höyücek assemblage is 
their nakedness. With the exception of no. 58, which appears to have some sort of 
undergarment, no obviously represented items of clothing are included in the depictions. 
It could be possible to suggest, however, that incised or painted lines and dots which are 
found in a number of the mostly stylized figurines could have been intended to indicate 
Figure	32	Some	examples	of	hairstyles	found	in	the	naturalistic-anthropomorphic	
assemblage.	No.	66,	and	no.	64,	both	recovered	from	an	undefined	are	of	“LN2”	
phase	(after	Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	129,	170).	 
53		
some item of clothing. This could be the case for no. 25 which, as already mentioned, has 
been decorated with white paint on both front and back with either triangular shapes or 
lines placed around the neck, on the chest, on the back in line with the arms and on the 
lower back. A much simpler case is that represented by no. 32, which features a cross-
shaped incision on its front right below the neck, and by no. 13, which features dot-
shaped incisions across almost the entire body which take the shape of an apron on the 
back, and of some cascading jewellery centring around the dot-circled navel on the front. 
In other cases where similar decorations are present, however, it seems harder to envision 
them as items of clothing. For example in no. 1 the incised dots appear to be scattered 
around the body almost randomly, except for some of those on the back, which seem to 
follow some sort of pattern. In no. 2, instead, the dots appear indeed to be following a 
pattern but are confined and clustered to specific areas on the body, which makes it look 
more like a form of body decoration rather than clothing. Because of the ambiguity of 
this treatment in some of the figurines from Höyücek, both the incised and painted dots 
and lines have been included into the “decoration” category in Table 2.  
Within this category it was also included a seemingly post-baking treatment of the clay 
figurine, found for example in no. 1 (see figure 33, below), 4, 9, 17 and 7. These all 
feature some scratched lines on their bodies, most of the times on what would be the 
chest. Always within 
this category is also 
included a seemingly 
pre-baking treatment, 
that found in figurine 
no. 80, which features 
incised lines and dots 
on the lower part of 
the legs. 
Regarding the sexual 
characteristics of these figurines, these are expressed much more subtly compared to the 
Hacilar assemblage. In fact, in most cases, obvious sexual organs are not encountered. 
The most common feature that has been considered to be a representation of the female 
sexual organ, is an incised upside-down triangle found most typically on the most 
stylized group of figurines at Höyücek. In some cases, a small vertical line incised in the 
lower angle is also encountered, like in no. 21 (see fig. 29), and in others, conical breasts 
are clearly represented, like in no. 75. No obvious representations of male sexual organs 
are encountered in the Höyücek assemblage either, however, depictions that could be 
Figure	33	Figurine	no.	1,	from	“Floor1”,	in	Höyücek,	which	features	
multiple	dot-incisions	applied	pre-baking	(Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	
159).	 
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interpreted as being biologically male are sometimes encountered, like in no. 58 (see fig. 
34, below).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What does this analysis tell us about the figurines of Höyücek? Is any of this information 
relevant for understanding the meaning and use of these figurines? 
To start with, here too it would seem that animal depictions are not very popular through 
this medium, and furthermore no animals were depicted associated to anthropomorphic 
depictions. The depositional contexts for the two animal figurines give us no information 
whatsoever and therefore we really cannot speculate any further.  
From the depositional context of the “LN2” phase figurines, we can perhaps infer that the 
most naturalistic figurines, all grouped in “Floor3”, had different meanings and uses than 
the rest of the assemblage, although very schematic figurines too are found with them. 
Perhaps there was a particular association between the two stylistically different 
depictions in this specific context. The fact they were found together, however, does not 
necessarily imply that they represented the same concept, or that they had the same 
meaning, rather it would seem more likely that their being together was related to their 
use. Interestingly, however, none of the figurines of this context display clear sexual 
organs, if not for no. 61 and 51 that appear to have female breasts. Generally speaking, 
however, the Höyücek assemblage appears quite ambiguos in terms of expressing the 
biological sex of the subjects. In 15 cases it was not possible to assess whether the sexual 
organs were depicted or not. Of the 67 anthropomorphic figurines, 46 have no obvious 
indication of sexual organs. However, when sexual attributes are present, they constitute 
of an incised pubic triangle, of which 19 cases are reported, with sometimes a small 
vertical incision, and also breasts are sometimes present, although only 6 figurines have 
Figure	34	Figurine	no.	58,	from	“Floor3”	in	“LN2”	phase	in	Höyücek,	which,	
because	of	its	flat	chest	with	no	indication	of	breasts,	could	perhaps	be	
considered	as	biologically	male	(Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	167). 
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them. These attributes are most of the times featured on the most stylized depictions, the 
‘sack-shaped’ type,  which is mostly found in the contexts of “Floor1” and “Floor2”, 
where they are mixed with a variety of other objects as we have seen.  
Even though these features represent quite clearly sexual attributes, we cannot go any 
further than saying that they are either of the female or male sex, or ambiguous in nature, 
as we cannot inquire on the possible implications that were attached to a female or 
ambiguous anthropomorphic representation.  
A further observation, however, that we could perhaps make in relation to the sexual 
attributes, would be that they often seem to appear on the figurines that also present the 
incised dots and scratches that were mentioned before, although not exclusively. Could 
this perhaps indicate a connection between use and subject? It is indeed possible, 
although the practice possibly carried different implications when performed on other 
subjects.  
A last observation related to the style of depiction can be made. The hollow pursefully 
carved in many of the figurines’ bodies is exclusively found on the most stylized 
depictions, regardless of attributes. This could indicate the possibility of switching 
identity that had been already suggested, applicable to the figurines with sexual attributes 
too. It is argued here that this feature, although present, should not be seen as restricting a 
figurine’s identity, for the possibility of changing one’s head could very well imply a 
potential for perhaps sexual ambiguity, as gender expressions could be carried on a 
variety of elements in every culture.  
Regarding the rest of the stylistic observations, they do not seem to have any particular 
pattern in association to the archaeological context or the manufacturing process that 
could have potential for discussing the meaning and use these figurines could have had in 
Höyücek.  
 
4.6 Summary 	
In conclusion, how has the contextual-technical approach proposed here helped us 
understand the role and use the figurines of Neolithic Höyücek had?  
What has the archaeological context told us about the meaning and use of these figurines? 
 
To start with, we have seen that figurines were not so popular in the first place during the 
“LN1” phase, and that the few that were found come from seemingly unclear contexts of 
deposition, therefore making it virtually impossible to make suppositions from it.  
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We can only suppose that, despite having the technology and the know-how for 
producing such objects, out of marble and clay, that the people of the “LN1” phase at 
Höyücek were not particularly interested in producing any more than a few of them.  
From the subsequent phase, “LN2”, the picture though changes drastically, and a great 
number of figurines is reported. They were grouped primarily in three different contexts 
(“Floor1”, “Floor2”, and “Floor3”), although many were also found scattered around 
these areas. What we have gathered from these contexts is that they were varied, but there 
seems to be a certain recurring pattern between “Floor 1” and “Floor2”, with common 
finds such as clay ladles, pots, and peculiarly-shaped clay objects. Whereas for “Floor3”, 
no finds other than the figurines are reported, and the most naturalistic depictions are all 
found here, albeit mixed with some schematic examples.  
It is argued here that such groupings were intentional, and denote differences of practices, 
which possibly suggests differences of meanings too.  
By observing the breakage pattern, it was possible to highlight different manufacturing 
processes. Other than the more standard methods of fashioning the figurine from a single 
clay mass, and from moulding separate pieces individually to then be joined together, a 
more peculiar technique is encountered here: that of fashioning the body of a figurine 
from two vertical halves to be then joined together. This technique does not seem to 
reflect a practicality choice, as it could be suggested for the more naturalistic ones which 
required a certain level of detail to be conveyed, but it could be suggested a more 
symbolic meaning to it, perhaps related to the perception of the human body by the 
figurine-maker and its cultural background.  
A part of the manufacturing process of the figurines of Höyücek seems to be represented 
by the pierced dots, applied pre-baking, and the linear scratches, a post-baking treatment. 
It is possible to suggest that they were indeed part of the making process of these 
figurines, which would perhaps give them further meaning. In the case of the post-baking 
treatment, however, we could also suggest a use-related practice, which was particularly 
common for the most schematic figurines,  the ‘sack-shaped’ ones, although not 
exclusive to them.  
Another interesting practice that was highlighted by the manufacturing processing was 
the presence of the hollow for accomodating a head, either made of bone or of other 
materials, on many of the stylized figurines. When the bone heads are still present, they 
seemed to have been secured in place with a clay slip. This treatment, however, does not 
seem to have been applied to all figurines, and it was suggested here that this implied the 
possibility of changing the head at will in these figurines, perhaps implying an identity-
switch.  
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By looking at the stylistic aspects of the figurines, it can be suggested that some patterns 
with the manufacturing process and the archaeological contexts were indeed present. As 
already briefly-mentioned, the more naturalistic group was entirely place in “Floor3”, 
although mixed with some highly stylized figurines, therefore possibly indicating an 
association in uses, but not necessarily in meaning.  
The vast majority of the assemblage was found to not have any sexual characteristics, but 
when they are present, they mostly appear on the stylized figurines in the form of an 
incised pubic triangle. Interestingly, most of  the figurines with such a sexual 
characteristic also present the incised dots and linear scratches mentioned above, although 
it was not a practice exclusive to this group.  
All of this highlights a wide variety of practices which could be related to a certain extent 
to some of the physical attributes of the figurines, like the style of depiction and the 
sexual characteristics.   
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Chapter V: Discussion and comparison of results 
 
Now that the two datasets have been presented and analyzed in the two previous chapters, 
we will attempt to compare the results in order to highlight the possible differences and 
similarities in meaning and uses that have been suggested throughout Chapters 3 and 4.  
But how can a comparative analysis of the assemblages of Hacilar and Höyücek help us 
towards understanding the meaning and use of the figurines of Neolithic Lake District?  
It was argued here that the purpose of such a comparison is meant to emphasize the 
variety of meanings and practices that are to be found not only within a single site, as we 
have seen, but also within a confined regional boundary, as we will see shortly, between 
communities relatively close and contemporary to one another.  
 
To start with, the archaeological contexts of the two assemblages are clearly very 
different from one another. In the case of Hacilar, we have highlighted the possibility of 
an intentional destruction of the settlement of level VI, with all of its material culture 
abandoned inside the houses, although with a deliberate pattern of deposition for the 
group of figurines found in a wall-cupboard in house Q.VI.2 among other objects of clay. 
This act of destruction, it was suggested, implied that the figurines of Hacilar had an 
intrinsic value that went beyond their physical attributes, tied up to the house, all that was 
in it, and their destruction itself. Furthermore, although they had to be destroyed, the 
group of house Q.VI.2, since it was treated differently from the rest of the assemblage, 
points to a different significance and perhaps use too.  
In the case of Höyücek, instead, there is no suggestion for intentional destruction, and the 
site, both phases, simply seems to have been abandoned at some point. Not much was 
observable on the depositional contexts of the two “LN1” phase figurines, which simply 
were scattered around the settlement, outside of the houses. Nonetheless, at least in the 
“LN2” phase, it was possible to suggest that different meanings and uses were associated 
to the groups of the three primary contexts of deposition: “Floor1”, “Floor2”, and 
“Floor3”. A great variety of objects were recovered together with the figurines of 
“Floor1” and “Floor2”, whereas in “Floor3” only figurines were reportedly found. This 
disposition, which was considered in this research to be intentional, highlights the 
possibility of these different contexts having also different implications for the figurines 
in it.  
Therefore, in both sites, we can suggest, from the archaeological context, that even within 
the same assemblages there were different meanings and practices attributed to certain 
group of figurines, and these appear to be specific of each site.   
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Looking at the manufacturing process of the assemblages, we have seen that in both 
Hacilar and Höyücek there are at least two different techniques: single clay mass, and 
assembled individual pieces. The implications of which have been considered, at least in 
the case of Hacilar, to be attributed to practical purposes. This, of course, does not erase 
the possibility of there being a symbolic validity to these techniques, but a practical 
reason is to be considered. In the case of Höyücek, instead, for one specific technique, 
that of joining in two vertical halves, it seems debatable to see it as such. It was proposed 
here, that it could be possible that this technique had a symbolic validity associated to the 
perception of the human body.  
One aspect of the single clay mass manufacturing technique was encountered in both 
Hacilar and Höyücek: the hollow for inserting the head of the figurine. In a number of 
figurines of both sites, the heads were pegged into the body by means of this cavity. This 
has been interpreted as giving the possibility of an identity-switch to whoever and 
whatever these figurines represented, as it would seem unreasonable to make such a 
feature without the intention of easily removing and inserting different heads at will. 
Although in the case of Höyücek, some of the heads, made of bone, were fixed in place 
with a thin clay slip, therefore indicating that in this case, the figurines did not need to 
change head any time soon.  
A characteristic typical of Höyücek, instead, is the pre-baking dot incisions, and the post-
baking scratching reported on some of the figurines. These were interpreted as having 
implications on the meaning of the figurines, by adding an extra step in the 
manufacturing process, which would have probably affected the use practice too.  
Therefore, the manufacturing process too reiterates a dynamism of meaning, with 
associated uses, probably ascribed to different groups of figurines, although in Hacilar 
this aspect seems to be less varied.    
A number of stylistic observations were found to have a certain validity in association to 
the archaeological context, and the manufacturing process.  
First of all, it was observed that there were both naturalistic and stylized anthropomorphic 
depictions at Hacilar and Höyücek. The former, were constructed by means of joining in 
the individually-modelled parts, whereas the latter were fashioned from a single clay 
mass. The hollow for accomodating a separate head was encountered in both sites only in 
the stylized group, and the pre- and post-baking incisions and scratches belonged almost 
exclusively to this style-group too in Höyücek. Interestingly, this group in Höyücek is 
also the one that often is depicted with a clear sexual attribute, namely the incised pubic 
triangle. Considering that such attributes are actually lacking for the most part of the 
assemblage, they had perhaps a certain validity in association to the manufacturing 
process, including the pre-baking incisions, which consequently defined the uses too. It 
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should be noted, however, that first of all not all of the schematic figurines had sexual 
attributes, and secondly, that the incisions and scratches are not found exclusively on the 
ones with sexual attributes.  
A further observation in relation to the style of depiction is in association to the 
archaeological context. The figurines recovered in “Floor3” in Höyücek were for the 
most part naturalistic depictions, which are not found in other depositional contexts, 
although they were mixed with a few schematic ones, and no other category of objects 
were associated to them.  
For the figurines of Hacilar, instead, no other pattern that could have associated the 
stylistic observations to the other analysed aspects were highlighted. All the other stylistic 
observations do not seem to provide any new avenue for inquiring on the meaning and 
use these objects had for the people of Hacilar.  
One last aspect regarding the subjects depicted and that is shared by both assemblages, is 
the little popularity of animal depictions through the media of figurines, despite their 
presence in other material culture in both sites. In Hacilar, however, animals are 
sometimes included with the anthropomorphic depictions, as we have seen. Whereas this 
does not happen in Höyücek, where only two zoomorphic figurines were reported from 
unclear contexts.  
The aestethic similarities that undoubtedly exist between the two assemblages are not 
considered to be relevant for this discussion, as it seems clear that the figurines of these 
two sites present very different patterns of meaning and practices, as it has been shown 
through the analysis of the archaeological context, and the manufacturing process.  
 
What have we understood, therefore, from this comparative analysis of the datasets of 
Hacilar and Höyücek?  
It seems clear that the sites, despite their geographical proximity and their 
contemporaneity (at least between level VI in Hacilar and “LN1” phase in Höyücek), 
present very different characteristics. Even though both of them seem to suggest a 
dynamicism of meanings, followed by different use practices, they are extremely 
characteristics to each site and, in many cases, they cannot be equated to one another. It 
seems unreasonable, therefore, to suggest that the figurines of these sites had the same 
exact purposes and uses, as clearly quite the opposite was highlighted in this research. 
This comparative analysis has, therefore, echoed even more the dynamism that permeated 
the Late Neolithic societies of the Lake District which, despite their shared assemblages 
and lifestyles, had complex inner patterns of practice and meanings for these objects.  
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Chapter VI: Conclusions 		
In conclusion, the purpose of this research was to offer an alternative approach to the 
study of figurines in the region of the Lake District in Anatolia, taking as case studies the 
sites of Hacilar and Höyücek, which were often given hasty interpretations on the basis of 
inherently flawed universalistic theories, which were briefly presented in Chapter2.  
This research has attempted to answer the following research questions: how can we 
understand the figurines of Neolithic Lake District communities? Can a contextual-
technical approach based on the evidence provided by the archaeological context and 
manufacturing process help us understand the role and use these objects had in Neolithic 
Hacilar and Höyücek? What can the archaeological context provide towards 
understanding the figurines of these sites? To what extent can we inquire on the 
significance the manufacturing process had in defining the meaning, function, and use of 
these objects? How relevant are stylistic observations for trying to understand how these 
objects functioned within society? And lastly, how can a comparative analysis of the 
assemblages of Hacilar and Höyücek help us towards understanding the meaning and use 
of the figurines of Neolithic Lake District? 
It was argued throughout this research that an appropriate approach that aims to 
understand the figurines of any given site should focus first and foremost on a single site 
at a time, taking into consideration one assemblage that falls into a single cultural 
context. Comparisons with other assemblages are relevant only when attempting to 
understand broader regional patterns, as it was the case in this research. 
The research was carried out by means of consulting the excavation reports of the sites of 
Hacilar and Höyücek, in order to inquire on the original context of deposition, and on the 
observation of the pictures provided in such reports for an analysis of their breakage 
patterns (that highlighted the manufacturing process), other than for stylistic 
observations. The material available was undoubtedly not very accurate for undertaking 
such a research, as previously-mentioned, as it was based entirely on pictures and 
outdated/biased excavation reports and interpretations, therefore the entire work should 
be considered as preliminary. The research it is believed, nonetheless, to have succeeded 
in showing patterns of meanings and uses in the interested area.  
The approach taken up in this analysis has yielded important results that have highlighted 
aspects of these figurines that were never investigated before in the region of interest. The 
results have demonstrated that the meaning, role, and use of these objects in the societies 
of Hacilar and Höyücek, in broad terms, was not permanent and, in fact, was very 
dynamic. We have seen that within a single assemblage, there probably were different 
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meanings, and consequently uses, for separate groups of figurines. This was evident by 
observing the archaeological context of the figurines of Hacilar, part of which was 
deliberately arranged in a wall-cupboard with small clay trays and bars, which were 
probably deliberately destroyed, together with the entire settlement of level VI. And in 
Höyücek this was expressed in the archaeological context by arranging different groups 
of figurines in three different areas, and associating specific objects to them.  
A dynamic significance of these figurines was also highlighted by the observations on 
their manufacturing processes, which has shown that there were two main techniques 
employed. In Hacilar they probably varied mostly on the basis of how detailed the 
depiction had to be, but in Höyücek they seemed to have more layers of meaning, as it 
could be seen by the technique of joining in two vertical halves employed exclusively for 
a specific group of figurines, or by the pre-baking and post-baking treatments previously 
discussed. The most convincing evidence that suggests the dynamicism of meaning of 
these figurines is represented by the possibility of inserting and removing the heads of a 
specific group of depictions in both Hacilar and Höyücek. It was argued that such a 
possibility was deliberate and allowed for these figurines to take up different identities 
whenever their users wished.    
All of this information also gave us insight into the possible uses of these figurines. In 
Hacilar it was harder to make suppositions on this aspect. It was argued, however, that 
they were probably used within the houses in which they were found and that, at least for 
the group of house Q.VI.2, they could have been employed together with the clay trays 
and bars previously mentioned. For Höyücek, instead, it was argued that the different 
contexts in which they were found also suggests that they were used together with the 
other objects that were with them. Furthermore, the previously-mentioned scratches 
applied post-baking really point to a use practice specific of this assemblage.  
Consequently, an evaluation on stylistic observations has highlighted some possible 
patterns between the style of depiction, the manufacturing process, and the archaeological 
context. The two main groups of naturalistic and stylized figurines are always 
manufactured differently, and in Höyücek they are also probably differently used, as it 
was shown by the already mentioned pre- and post-baking treatments, which were found 
on stylized depictions exclusively. Furthermore, this group of figurines is also the only 
one in Höyücek that is featured with an incised pubic triangle, although as previously 
suggested such treatments are not exclusive to the figurines with this sex attribute. In 
Hacilar there is not enough evidence to suggest that this group was used differently than 
the rest, except for the feature that allows them to have their heads changed, since they 
are found mixed with naturalistic ones and also clay plaques and trays.  
63		
And lastly, the comparative chapter on the the two datasets has further highlighted the 
differences in meanings and uses that are found within the geographical boundaries of the 
Lake District, which clearly show variability despite of the proximity of the sites to one 
another.  
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Abstract 	
Figurines are some of the most commonly found artefacts in Neolithic sites across the 
Near East. These objects have often stimulated colourful interpretations, focussing 
primarily on stylistic elements of the anthropomorphic subjects. Such elements, like their 
perceived femaleness accompanied by voluptuousness, have historically been deemed as 
directly linked to concerns with fertility and pregnancy, which led to the assumption of 
the figurines being ritual objects and representations of deities, often labelled as ‘mother-
goddesses’. These interpretations essentially generalize the entirety of the figurine 
assemblages of the Neolithic world, and erase the possibilities of in-depth analysis of 
these objects. This thesis takes on a different approach, with the belief that a 
comprehensive analysis that aims to understand these objects should first of all focus on 
the assemblage of a single context (namely a single site in a given chronological frame), 
covering the full ‘life-span’ of the figurines within such spatial, chronological, and 
cultural boundaries, starting from the context of deposition, the process of manufacture 
and the possible uses. Stylistic observations should only be considered in association to 
these aspects just mentioned, in the case of possible patterns highlighting the meaning 
and uses of these objects. A comparative analysis of two or more assemblages could be 
introduced at a second stage of analysis, within pertinent geographical and chronological 
boundaries, in order to highlight possible differences and similarities. This approach is 
what was applied for the research of the figurines of two Neolithic sites of the Lake 
District in Western Anatolia: Hacilar and Höyücek. These sites, broadly dated to the Late 
Neolithic period (ca. 6,400 – 6,000 BC), present a significant corpus of figurines, which 
amount to 72 for Hacilar, and 84 for Höyücek, with the aims of investigating their 
contexts of deposition and their manufacturing processes in order to highlight possible 
meaning and uses that were associated to these emblematic objects withi the individual 
sites and in a broader regional context. The structure of this research will start with an 
introductory chapter on the Neolithic in the Lake District (Chapter 1), followed by a 
theoretical chapter that will discuss the history of figurine studies, and will frame the 
theoretical approach preferred for this research. The datasets of Hacilar and Höyücek will 
be discussed in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, which will then be compared in their results in 
Chapter 5. Finally, the conclusions of this research will be presented in Chapter 6. This 
research has shown that the figurines of Hacilar and Höyücek had highly dynamic 
meanings and uses, even within the same sites, which on the one hand shows how 
inherently flawed the past research has been, and on the other it opens up new avenues of 
research around aspects like the manufacturing process, which have barely been actively 
studied in figurines.  
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Figures 
 
Figure 1: Geographical map of modern-day Turkey, which highlights the 
area of interest of this research, the Lake District (from 
https://www.google.nl/maps/place/Turkey/@39.0014463,30.6867
229,6z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x14b0155c964f2671:0x40d9
dbd42a625f2a!8m2!3d38.963745!4d35.243322?hl=en accessed on 
01/06/2018). 
4 
Figure 2: Examples of different pots found in Hacilar VI (after Mellaart 
1970b, 103, 100, 101, 102,105, 107). 
 
7 
Figure 3: Examples of peculiarly shaped pots from the “LN1” phase at 
Höyücek (Duru and Umurtak 2005, plate 101).  
 
7 
Figure 4: Part of jar from Kuruçay level 12 (Duru 2012, 40).  
 
9 
Figure 5: Some of the pots recovered from Bademağacı EN1 (Duru 2008, 
56). 
9 
Figure 6: Incised limestone slabs found in the houses P.VI.1, P.VI.2, 
Q.VI.4, Q.VI.5, and Q.VI.6 of level VI in Hacilar (after Mellaart 
1970b, 220, 221). 
 
10 
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Figure 7: Miniature tables from the “LN1” phase at Höyücek (Duru and 
Umurtak 2005, plates 175, 175). 
 
10 
Figure 8: Flat clay figure no. 455 found in house P.VI.1 in Hacilar (Mellaart 
1970b, 219). 
 
11 
Figure 9: Drawings by James Mellaart of the location of Hacilar in the 
Burdur region, and of the soundings of Level VI carried out 
during his excavations (Mellaart 1970b, 52). 
 
18 
Figure 10: Pottery sherds believed by Duru to belong to the Aceramic 
sequence defined by Mellaart, recovered in a trench opened 120m 
north of the Hacilar mound during the Burdur-Antalya Project in 
1986 directed by Refik Duru (Duru 2008, 53). 
 
18 
Figure 11: Mellaart’s drawing of the plan of the level VI settlement of 
Hacilar (Mellaart 1970b, 59). 
 
19 
Figure 12: Map of find spots of figurines in houses Q.VI.3, Q.VI.4, and 
Q.VI.5 (Mellaart 1970b, 473). 
 
20 
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Figure 13: All-round views of the so-called "sack-shaped" figurines from 
Hacilar. From top to bottom: nos. 493, 492a, 492b, 491 (house 
Q.VI.2), 483 (house P.VI.1), and 512 (house Q.VI.5) (Mellaart 
1970b, 508). 
 
22 
Figure 14: Part of the stylized anthropomorphic figurines assemblage from 
Hacilar. From top to bottom: no. 490 and 589 (house Q.VI.2), no. 
532, 524 and 565 (house Q.VI.3), and no. 566 (house Q.VI.5) 
(after Mellaart 1970b, 506, 507). 
 
23 
Figure 15: Animal figurine heads from Hacilar. From left to right: no. 256 
(level IX), no. 444 (P.VI.1), no. 494 (Q.VI.2), and no. 567 
(Q.VII.3) (after Mellaart 1970b, 229, 230). 
 
24 
Figure 16: Figurine no. 576, of the ‘obese’ type  (Mellaart 1970b, 209). 
 
26 
Figure 17: Figurines no. 486 (left) and 513 (right), of the ‘plump’ and ‘thin’ 
body-types (Mellaart 1970b, 180, 181). 
 
27 
Figure 18: Example of figurines with painted clothing nos. 571, 528, 507, 
and 506 (Mellaart 1970b, 183, 210, 211, 195, 208). 
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Figure 19: Anthropomorphic figurines found in level IX, nos. 254, and 246 
(Mellaart 1970b, 222). 
 
29 
Figure 20: Topographic plan and sections of Höyücek, drawn by Duru (Duru 
and Umurtak 2005, plate 2). 
 
37 
Figure 21: Plan drawing of the “Shrine Phase” buildings (Duru and Umurtak 
2005, plate 7). 
 
38 
Figure 22: Marble bowl in front of the miniature staircase in building no. 4 
(left), and view of the staircase (right) (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 
plate 17). 
 
39 
Figure 23: Anthropomorphic marble figurine (no. 82) from the "LN1” phase 
(Duru and Umurtak 2005, 142). 
 
40 
Figure 24: Zoomorphic figurines no. 83 (left), from the “LN1” phase, and no. 
84 (right), from the “Mixed Accumulation” layer (Duru and 
Umurtak 2005, 132).  
 
41 
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Figure 25: Figurine no. 13, found in “Floor1”, depicting  the subject sitting 
on a stool that projects out of its back (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 
158).  
 
44 
Figure 26: Drawing of figurine no. 24, from “Floor1” in Höyücek (Duru and 
Umurtak 2005, 114).  
 
45 
Figure 27: Figurines with carved pubic triangle from the “LN2” phase at 
Höyücek. From left to right: no. 9, no. 12, and no. 8 (after Duru 
and Umurtak 2005, 158, 160).   
 
45 
Figure 28: Heads of figurines made of bones, from “Floor2”. From left to 
right: no. 44, no. 45, no. 46, and no. 47 (after Duru and Umurtak 
2005, 176). 
 
49 
Figure 29: Figurine no. 21, with incised pubic triangle, from “Floor1” (Duru 
and Umurtak 2005, 115). 
 
50 
Figure 30: Drawing of figurine no. 29, found in “Floor2” in Höyücek (Duru 
and Umurtak 2005, 118). 
 
50 
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Figure 31: Figurine no. 25, from “Floor1” in Höyücek (Duru and Umurtak 
2005, 154). 
 
51 
Figure 32: Some examples of hairstyles found in the naturalistic-
anthropomorphic assemblage. No. 66, and no. 64, both recovered 
from an undefined are of “LN2” phase (after Duru and Umurtak 
2005, 129, 170). 
 
52 
Figure 33: Figurine no. 1, from “Floor1”, in Höyücek, which features 
multiple dot-incisions applied pre-baking (Duru and Umurtak 
2005, 159). 
 
53 
Figure 34: Figurine no. 58, from “Floor3” in “LN2” phase in Höyücek, 
which, because of its flat chest with no indication of breasts, could 
perhaps be considered as biologically male (Duru and Umurtak 
2005, 167). 
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Tables 
 
Table 1: Table of the characteristics of Hacilar’s figurines 
categorized by: catalogue no.; find spot; subject; style of 
depiction; body type; material; measurements; breakage; 
posture; gestures; clothing; sex. attributes; 
hairstyle/headdress. 
92, 93, 94 
Table 2: Table of the characteristics of Höyücek’s figurines 
categorized by: catalogue no.; find spot; subject; style of 
depiction; body type; material; measurements; breakage; 
posture; gestures; clothing; sex. attributes; 
hairstyle/headdress; and decoration. 
95, 96, 97 
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Appendix 
Appendix 1: Overview of total C14-ages (N=474) assembled in Tab. 1-25, 
arranged according to site (vertical) and periods (horizontal) 
with calibrated ages plotted by the barcode method. Each small 
vertical line represents the medial value of the corresponding 
calibrated C14-age (Clare and Weninger 2014, 11).  
 
79 
Appendix 2: Picutre of figurine no. 514, from house Q.VI.5 in Hacilar 
(Mellaart 1970b, 188). 
 
80 
Appendix 3: Figurines nos. 529 (left) and 570 (right) with clearly defined 
female sagging breasts, found both in house Q.VI.5, Hacilar. 
(Mellaart 1970b, 196, 197). 
 
81 
Appendix 4: Figurine no. 569, from house Q.VI.5, Hacilar (Mellaart 1970b, 
189). 
 
82 
Appendix 5: Figurine no. 523, from house Q.VI.5 (Mellaart 1970b, 215). 
 
82 
Appendix 6: Figurine no. 520, found in house Q.VI.5 (after Mellaart 1970b, 
187, 187).  
83 
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Appendix 7: Figurine no. 525, found in house Q.VI.5, and depicted in a pose 
defined by Mellaart as of giving birth, but defined here as 
“horizontal squatting” (Mellaart 1970b, 184, 185). 
 
83 
Appendix 8: Figurine no. 485, found in house Q.VI.5, in Hacilar (Mellaart 
1970b, 199).  
84 
Appendix 9: Examples of different hairstyles and hats in figurines nos. 515, 
573, 555d, and 523 (after Mellaart 1970b, 192, 193, 203, 216, 
217).  
84 
Appendix 10: Pictures of “Floor1” left and “Floor3” in Höyücek (Duru and 
Umurtak 2005, 28 and 29). 
 
85 
Appendix 11: Plan drawing of the “LN2” phase buildings, drawn by Duru 
(Duru and Umurtak 2005, plate 27). 
 
85 
Appendix 12: Figurines no. 30 (bottom) and 31 (top), with bone heads fixed in 
place with clay slip (after Duru and Umurtak 2005,163, 164). 
 
86 
Appendix 13: Figurines with post-baking scratches found in Höyücek 
(“Floor1”). From top to bottom: no. 7, no. 17, and no. 4 (after 
Duru and Umurtak 2005, 159, 160).  
87 
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Appendix 14: Figurines no. 26 (top-left), 27 (bottom), and 28 (top-right) made 
by joining in two vertical halves, all found in “Floor1” of the 
“LN1” phase in Höyücek (after Duru and Umurtak 2005, 161). 
 
88 
Appendix 15: Anthropomorphic-naturalistic figurines from “Floor3” in 
Höyücek. From top to bottom: no. 56, no. 61 (left), no. 62 
(right), and no. 57 (bottom left) (after Duru and Umurtak 2005, 
165, 166, 167). 
 
89 
Appendix 16: Figurines no. 43 (top), from “Floor2”, and no. 81 (bottom), 
from an unspecified context in “LN2” phase of Höyücek (afte 
Duru and Umurtak 2005, 155, 165).  
90 
Appendix 17: Figurine no. 59, from “Floor3”, in Höyücek (Duru and Umurtak 
2005, 156).  
91 
Appendix 18: Figurine head no. 53, from “Floor3”, Höyücek (Duru and 
Umurtak 2005, 124).  
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Appendices 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix	1	Overview	of	total	C14-ages	(N=474)	assembled	in	Tab.	1-25,	arranged	according	to	
site	(vertical)	and	periods	(horizontal)	with	calibrated	ages	plotted	by	the	barcode	method.	
Each	small	vertical	line	represents	the	medial	value	of	the	corresponding	calibrated	C14-age.	
(Clare	and	Weninger	2014,	11) 
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Appendix	2	Figurine	no.	514,	from	house	Q.VI.5	in	Hacilar	(Mellaart 1970b, 
188).	
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Appendix	3	Figurines	nos.	529	(left)	and	570	(right)	with	clearly	defined	female	sagging	breasts,	
found	both	in	house	Q.VI.5,	Hacilar. (Mellaart 1970b, 196, 197). 
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Appendix	4	Figurine	no.	569,	from	house	
Q.VI.5	(Mellaart	1970b,	189) 
Appendix	5	Figurine	no.	523,	from	
house	Q.VI.5	(Mellaart	1970b,	215) 
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Appendix	6	Figurine	no.	520,	found	in	house	Q.VI.5	(Mellaart	1970b,	186,	187). 
Appendix	7	Figurine	no.	525,	depicted	
in	the	so-called	“birthing	position”	
according	to	Mellaart	(Mellaart	1970b,	
184,	185).	 
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Appendix	8	Figurine	no.	485,	
found	in	house	Q.VI.5,	in	Hacilar	
(after	Mellaart	1970b,	199).	 
Appendix	9	Examples	of	different	the	different	types	mentioned	in	the	text.	
First	row	from	left	to	right:	figurine	no.	515	(house	Q.VI.5),	with	"Type	1"	
hairstyle;	no.	573	(house	Q.VI.3),	with	"Type	2"	headdress.	Lower	row	from	
left	to	right:		no.	555d	(house	Q.VI.2),	with	“Type	3b”	hat;	and	no.	523	(house	
Q.VI.5),	with	“Type	5”	hat	(Mellaart	1970b,	192,	193,	203,	216,	217). 
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Appendix	10	Pictures	of	“Floor1”	(left),	and	of	“Floor3”	(right)	in	Höyücek	(Duru	and	
Umurtak	2005,	plates	28	and	29).	 
Appendix	11	Plan	drawing	of	the	“LN2”	buildings,	drawn	by	Duru	(Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	
plate	27). 
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Appendix	12	Figurines	no.	30	(bottom)	and	31	(top),	with	bone	heads	
fixed	in	place	with	clay	slip	(after	Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,163,	164).	 
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Appendix	13	Figurines	with	post-baking	scratches	found	in	Höyücek	(“Floor1”).	
From	top	to	bottom:	no.	7,	no.	17,	and	no.	4	(after	Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	159,	
160).		
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Appendix	14	Figurines	no.	26	(top-left),	27	(bottom),	and	28	(top-
right)	made	by	joining	in	two	vertical	halves,	all	found	in	“Floor1”	
of	the	“LN1”	phase	in	Höyücek	(after	Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	161).	 
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Appendix	15	Anthropomorphic-naturalistic	figurines	from	“Floor3”	in	Höyücek.	From	top	to	
bottom:	no.	56,	no.	61	(left),	no.	62	(right),	and	no.	57	(bottom	left)	(after	Duru	and	Umurtak	
2005,	165,	166,	167). 
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Appendix	16	Figurines	no.	43	(top),	from	“Floor2”,	and	
no.	81	(bottom),	from	an	unspecified	context	in	“LN2”	
phase	of	Höyücek	(after	Duru	and	Umurtak	2005,	155,	
168).	
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Appendix	17	Figurine	
no.	59,	from	“Floor3”,	in	
Höyücek	(Duru	and	
Umurtak	2005,	156). 
Appendix	18	Figurine	
head	no.	53,	from	
“Floor3”,	Höyücek	
(Duru	and	Umurtak	
2005,	124).		
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Table	1	Table	of	the	characteristics	of	Hacilar’s	figurines	categorized	by:	
catalogue	no.;	find	spot;	subject;	style	of	depiction;	body	type;	material;	
measurements;	breakage;	posture;	gestures;	clothing;	sex.	organs;	
hairstyle/headdress	(continues	until	page	94).	 
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Table	2	Table	of	the	characteristics	of	Höyücek’s	figurines	categorized	
by:	catalogue	no.;	find	spot;	subject;	style	of	depiction;	body	type;	
material;	measurements;	breakage;	posture;	gestures;	clothing;	sex.	
attributes;	hairstyle/headdress;	and	decoration	(continues	until	page	
97).	
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